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SENATE

THuURSDAY, JUNE 17, 1965

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the President
pro tempore.

Rabbi Albert A. Pattashnick, executive
vice president, Talmudical Academy of
Baltimore, Md., offered the following
prayer:

DBraw war

Our Heavenly Father, we seek Thy
guidance and Thy blessing at this hour
when men of ill will and evil design pro-
mote the arts of war in remote corners of
this earth’s scarred surface. Serious is
the challenge that freedom-loving Amer-
ica faces when the blood of her sons is
shed on the field of battle.

O Thou, who hast been the inspira-
tlon of our fathers in ages past, when
they sought to establish upon this con-
tinent a nation conceived in liberty and
dedicated to the dignity and freedom of
each individual human being, guide us
also aright, that we seek peace, but not
flinch from the onslaughts of godless,
ruthless, and unprineipled aggressors.

While we must develop superior mili-
tary might and diplomatic acumen, we
must also be filled with Thy holy spirit.
Our fathers faced greater odds in their
day, with fewer allies at their side and
more meager resources at their disposal;
yet, sustained by Thee, they were not
dismayed, and victory perched upon their
banners.

To win friends among wavering na-
tions and to influence those on our side
to continue to side with us, we must man-
ifest by our own righteous conduct the
loftiness of the American dream. In our
relations with one another, may we ever
remember that all of us are Thy children,
equally dependent upon Thee. Despite
differences of race, creed, and ethnic
origin, bring us together into an indis-
soluble bond of friendship and brother-
hood, that, unitedly, we may promote the
welfare of our country and increase the
happiness of our fellow men.

Grant, O God, abiding courage, faith,
and wisdom to our Chief Executive, Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, the Members
of this august body, and all others who
are charged with the great responsibility
of directing the affairs of our Nation.
Hasten the day when the millennial hope
of universal peace will prevail through-
out the world, with liberty and justice
for all. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading ol the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, June 16, 1965, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting
a nomination, was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his secre-
taries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Lt. Gen. Frederic
Joseph Brown, Army of the United
States (major general, U.S. Army), to
be lieutenant general on the retired list,
which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 8371) to reduce excise taxes, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7750) to
amend further the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, and for other
purposes; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. MoreaN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. HAYs,
Mr. O'Hara of Illinois, Mr. ApAir, Mr.
Mamriarp, and Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had passed a bill (H.R. 6927)
tc establish a Department of Housing
and Urban Development, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to a concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 442) authorizing
the Clerk of the House to make a correc-
tion in the enrollment of H.R. 8371, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate,

ENROLLED EILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

H.R.214. An act to amend section 2104 of
title 38, United States Code, to extend the
time for filing certain claims for mustering-
out payments, and, effective July 1, 1966, to
repeal chapter 43 of title 38 of the United
States Code;

H.R.6767. An act making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1966, and for other purposes;

HR.T7717. An act to authorize appropria-
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration for research and develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and admin-
istrative operations, and for other purposes;

H.R.T762. An act to amend titles 10 and
37, United States Code, with respect to the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps; and

H.R.8464. An act to provide, for the period
beginning on July 1, 1965, and ending on
June 30, 1966, a temporary increase in the
public debt limit set forth in section 21 of
the Second Liberty Bond Act.
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HOUSE BILL: REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 6927) to establish a
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and for other purposes, was
read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Government Oper-
ations.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by

unanimous consent, statements during

the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS
DURING SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Antitrust and Monopoly of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and the Sub-
committee on Constitutional Rights of
the Committee on the Judiciary were
authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

On request by Mrs. NEUBERGER, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments of the
Committee on the Judiciary was author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF CHANGE IN
TIME FOR RECEPTION OF ASTRO-
NAUTS AND ORDER FOR RECESS

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr, President, for
the information of Senators, it is my un-
derstanding that the reception planned
for the astronauts in room 207 will not
be until 1:30 p.m. The information given
to me prior to 10 o’clock this morning
was that it would be at 1 o'clock; the
Senate, therefore, would stand in recess
from 12:30 to 1 p.m.

I ask unanimous consent that the joint
leadership be empowered to call for a
recess at any time between 1 p.m. and
1:30 p.m. for the purpose of receiving
the astronauts.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is agreed to.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. Is it still planned that
the Senate will proceed to vote on the
adoption of Senate Resolution 107, au-
thorizing the printing of the 67th Annual
Report of the National Society of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
as a Senate document, before the recep-
tion for the astronauts?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is our inten-
tion, unless too many speeches intervene
during the morning hours.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, with amendments:
S5.1817. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia public assistance law to clarify
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the es of federally aided assistance
recipients (Rept. No.3335).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JACKSON (by request) :

5.2153. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to use appropriated funds for
the payment of medical care of temporary
and seasonal employees and employees lo-
cated in lsolated areas who become disabled
because of injury or iliness not attributable
to official work, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

+Bee the remarks of Mr. JACEsoN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. JACESON:

8.2154. A bill to amend the act establish-
ing the United States-Puerto Rico Commis-
sion on the Status of Puerto Rico; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affalrs.

(See the remarks of Mr. JacksoN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. YARBOROUGH:

S.2155. A bill to provide for the compen-
sation of persons injured by certain criminal
acts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH When
he Introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MONDALE:

B.2156. A bill to provide for the sale of
certain mineral rights to Willlam Sima and
Thelma L. Sima, in Minnesota; to the Com-~
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. McGOVERN (for himself and
Mr. NELSON) :

8.2157. A bill to provide for U.S. participa-
tion and leadership in an international ef-
fort to end malnutrition and human want,
and for related purposes; to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. McGoveErN when
he iatroduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. COOPER:

5.2158. A bill to amend title 38, United
Btates Code, In order to provide special in-
demnity insurance for members of the
Armed Forces serving in combat zones; to
the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. Coorer when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota (for
himself and Mr. BURDICK) :

B8.2159. A bill to direct the Interstate
Commerce Commission to determine and
make necessary changes in certain freight
rates and charges for the transportation of
certain agricultural commodities affecting
the western district of the United States; to
the Committee on Commerce.

MEDICAL CARE FOR CERTAIN
EMPLOYEES

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I send
to the desk, for appropriate reference, a
bill to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to use appropriated funds for
the payment of medical care of tem-
porary and seasonal employees and em-
ployees located in isolated areas who
become disabled because of injury or
illness not attributable to official work,
and for other purposes.

The text of this measure was trans-
mitted to the Congress by an executive
communication from the Department of
the Interior, and I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the text of the letter explain-
ing the proposed legislation and the need
for it be printed in the Recorp at this
point, together with the text of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
and letter will be printed in the RECorb.

The bill (S. 2153) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to use appro-
priated funds for the payment of medical
care of temporary and seasonal em-
ployees and employees located in isolated
areas who become disabled because of
injury or illness not attributable to offi-
cial work, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. JacksoN, by request, was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Becretary of the Interior is hereby authorized
to provide from any funds available for the
work being performed, emergency medical
attention for employees of the Department
of the Interior located in isolated areas who
became disabled because of illness or injury
not attributable to official work, including
the moving of such employees to hospitals
or other places where medical assistance is
avalilable, and In case of death to remove the
bodies of deceased employees to the nearest
place where they can be prepared for ship-
ment or for burial. When a transient with-
out permanent residence, or any other person
while away from his place of residence, is
employed on a temporary or seasonal basis
by the Department of the Interior and while
s0 employed becomes disabled because of in-
jury or illness not attributable to official
work, he may be provided hospitalization and
other necessary medical care, subsistence,
and lodging for a period of not to exceed
fifteen days during such disability, the cost
thereof to be payable from any funds avail-
able for the work for which such person is
employed.

Sec. 2. Appropriations of the Department
of the Interior avallable for the work being
performed may be utilized for payment to
temporary or seasonal employees for loss of
time due to injury in official work at rates
not in excess of those provided by the Fed-
eral Employees’ Compensation Act, as amend-
ed (b U.S.C. 761), when the injured person
is in need of immediate financial assistance
to avold hardship: Provided, That such pay-
ment shall not be made for a period in excess
of fifteen days and the Secretary of Labor
shall be notified promptly of the amount so
paid, which amount shall be deducted from
the amount, if any, otherwise payable from
the Employees’ Compensation Fund to the
employee on account of the injury. When
any person assisting in the su n of
range, forest, and tundra fires or in other
emergency work under the direction of the
Department of the Interior without compen-
sation from the United States, pursuant to
the terms of a contract, agreement, or per-
mit, 18 injured in such work, the Depart-
ment may furnish hospitalization and other
medlcal care, subsistence, and lodging for a
period of not to exceed fifteen days during
such disability, the cost thereof to be pay-
able from the appropriations applicable to
the work out of which the injury occurred,
except that this proviso shall not apply when
such person is within the purview of a State
or other compensation act: Provided further,
That determination by the Department of
the Interior that payment is allowable un-
der this section shall be final as to pay-
ments made hereunder, but such determina-
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tion or payments with respect to employees
shall not prevent the Secretary of Labor from
denying further payments should he deter-
r:ine that compensation is not properly al-
lowable under the provisions of the Employ-
ees’ Compensation Act.

Bec. 3. No payment shall be made pursuant
to this Act for any hospltalization or medi-
cal services for Injury or illness not attribut-
able to official work on behalf of a sick or
injured person who is covered by an enroll-
ment or who is not excluded from enroll-
ment by virtue of his current employment in
a plan under the Federal Employee’s Health
Benefits Act of 1959, as amended (5 U.S.C.
8001).

Sec. 4. This Act shall not apply to employ~
ees of the Federal or territorial governments
in Guam, the Virgin Islands, American
Bamoa, or the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands while serving in any such area,

The letter presented by Mr. JACKSON
is as follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., May 17, 1965.
Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PResmmENT: Enclosed is a draft
of a proposed bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to use appropriated funds for
the payment of medical care of temporary
and seasonal employees and employees lo-
cated in isolated areas who become disabled
because of injury or illness not attributable
to official work,

‘We recommend that this bill be referred to
the appropriate committee for considera-
tion and we recommend that it be enacted.

The bill is identical in substance to the
medical provisions of the act of March 3,
1925, 43 Stat, 1133, 16 U.S.C. 557 (1958}, as
amended by sections 15 and 16 of the act of
April 24, 1950, 64 Stat. 86, 16 U.S.C. 580j
(1968). These acts authorize the Forest
Bervice of the Department of Agriculture to
provide medical and other care to certain of
its employees whose circumstances of em-
ployment are similar to those of the
employees of this Department whom we hope
to see benefited by the bill, The bill will
not apply to Federal or territorial govern-
ment employees in Guam, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, or the Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands.

The medical attention contemplated by the
bill is medical attention of an emergency
nature. At present, the Department has no
authority to pay to have a sick or injured
employee who 1s located in an isolated area
removed to a hospital when the sickness or
injury occurs outside the scope of his em-
ployment. Similarly, the Department pres-
ently has no authority to bring medical help
to such an employee. The employees af-
fected are located In isolated areas for the
purpose of carrying out the Department’s
programs, Consequently, we believe that
we should provide them with emergency
medical care. The bill would not authorize
the construction of medical facilities nor
the employment of medical or technical per-
sonnel.

Like the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land
Management and other bureaus of this De-
partment annually employ transients and
other temporary personnel for fire suppres-
sion activities and other emergency pro-
grams. We also employ trained, organized
Indian, Spanish-American, or Eskimo crews
from the Southwest, Montana, and Alaska.
In the course of their employment, these
crews are transported many miles from their
places of resldence, very often for prolonged
periods. During such perlods of absence
from their homes, these employees some-
times contract colds, flu or other illnesses re-
quiring medical attention not as a result of
the performance of their officlal duties.
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Under existing law, medical care not cov-
ered by Bureau of Employees’ Compensation
regulations and not provided by the Publie
Health Service has to be paid for by the
employee, unless the employing agency has
authority to meet the obligation. In most
cases, translent personnel are unable to pay
their own medical expenses. While local
physicians have been very cooperative in pro-
viding emergency medical attention to our
transient employees when required, we be-
lieve that the moral obligation to provide for
the welfare of these employees rests with the
employing agency.

Historically, the cases coming to our atten-
tlon which would fall within the purview of
the proposed bill have been relatively few in
number. However, more transient or tempo-
rary personnel are being employed now than
formerly because of more intensive manage-
ment of the lands under the jurisdiction of
this Department. During the 1964 fire sea-
son the Bureau of Land Management alone
hired over 2,000 temporary employees. Con-
sequently, we anticipate that the problem of
medical care for these temporary employees
will become greater.

Section 8 of the bill is designed to bar dual
payment for medical treatment authorized In
the first two sectlons and to encourage em-
ployees to join such plans., It provides that
no payment shall be made for medical serv-
ices rendered to an employee who is cov-
ered by a Federal employee’s health benefits
plan, or who is not excluded from enrollment
in such a plan.

As previously noted, the authority sought
in the proposed bill for the Secretary of the
Interior is already enjoyed by the Secretary
of Agriculture In the management of the For-
est Service, The enactment of this proposed
legislation, then, would equalize the employ-
ment practices of the Government in regard
to the classes of employees affected.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there i no objection to the presentation of
this draft bill from the standpoint of the
administration’s program.

Sincerely yours,
D. Ot1s BEASLEY,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

AMENDMENT OF ACT TO ESTABLISH
THE TUNITED STATES-PUERTO
RICO COMMISSION ON THE
STATUS OF PUERTO RICO

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the act establishing the
United States-Puerto Rico Commission
on the Status of Puerto Rico.

The purpose of this bill is merely to
extend the time for submission of the
Commission’s report and to increase the
authorization for funds necessary to
complete the work of the Commission.

This bill was submitted and recom-
mended by the Chairman of the Com-
mission with the approval of the Bureau
of the Budget.

I ask unanimous consent to include
at this point in my remarks the letter
to the President of the Senate in ex-
planation of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the let-
ter will be printed in the Recorb.

The bill (8. 2154) to amend the act
establishing the United States-Puerto
Rieo Commission on the Status of Puer-
to Rico, introduced by Mr. JACKSON, was
received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.
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The letter presented by Mr. Jackson
is as follows:

UnITED STATES-PUERTO RIco Com=-
MISSION ON THE STATUS OF
PuerTO RICO,

Washington-San Juan, June 9, 1965.
Hon. HuserT H, HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PaesmeENT: Enclosed are two
coples of proposed legislation to amend Pub-
lic Law 86-271 (78 Stat. 17), establishing the
United States-Puerto Rico Commission on
the Status of Puerto Rico (enclosure A).

We recommend that this proposed legisla-
tion be referred to the appropriate commit-
tee for consideration and we recommend that
it be enacted. I am also enclosing a copy
of the present law showing the changes which
would be effected by the proposed amenda-
tory legislation (enclosure B).

The amendment would do two things: (1)
Extend the date for the submission of the
Commission’s report from January 1966 un-
til September 30, 1966 and (2) increase by
$215,000 the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated. A similar extension of time and
increase in funds will also be authorized
by the Commonwealth.

The extension of time Is required because
the election campaigns in 1964 both here
and in Puerto Rico prevented the Commis-
slon from getting to work as qulckly as had
been hoped. After the elections the com-
position of the Commission changed. Two
Senators, a Congressman, and the former
Governor of Puerto Rico were appointed to
replace outgoing members of the Commis-
sion.

The additional funds are required partly
because of this extenslon of time and partly
because the scope of the program of studies
finally adopted by the Commission was
broader than originally estimated. As the
enclosed copy of the Commission’s program
of studies Indicates (enclosure C), 16 major
studies have been adopted by the Commis-
sion. They reflect the deep interest of the
three contending status viewpoints repre-
sented on the Commission (Commonwealth,
statehood, and independence) in & compre-
hensive study of all major factors affecting
the present and future relationship between
Puerto Rico and the United States,

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there ls no objection to the submission of
this proposeqd legislation to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
James H. Rowe, Jr.

FOOD FOR PEACEFUL DEVELOP-
MENT — THE  INTERNATIONAL
FOOD AND NUTRITION ACT OF
1965

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference for
myself and Senator NeLson of Wiscon-
sin, a bill to commit the United States
to a major war against want.

I have been convinced for some time
that the United States has the formula—
excess agricultural production capacity
and agricultural know-how—to defeat
hunger in the world.

I am increasingly convinced that a
war against want will do more to en-
courage peaceful progress in the less
developed areas of the world and
strengthen them against Communist
agitation than any other step we can
take. I believe that in the last 20 years
America’s agricultural abundance has
done more to stem the tide of commu-
nism than has any other overseas aid.
But in a world of hunger and misery we
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can and ought to do much more to use
our food abundance as an instrument
of progress, peace, and hope.

FOOD SHORTAGE AND THE DOMINICAN CRISIS

Al Peterson, head of CARE operations
in the Dominican Republic, was in Wash-
ington recently to report on the situation
in that island Nation. He presented a
proposal to double their program which
has been providing food for 250,000 pre-
schoolchildren and 250,000 schoolchil-
dren, pregnant mothers, disabled and
aged adults.

Listening to the situation as described
by Peterson, one realizes that a lack of
adequate food is basic to the unrest
which has led to the Dominican crisis
and many other tensions in the world.
One out of every five children born in
the Dominican Republic dies from mal-
nutrition. One out of each of the four
remaining children is handicapped for
life, mentally or physically or both, for
lack of a proper diet in the formative
years of life. Parents—good parents—
cannot be expected to sit and watch their
children die without protest or effort to
change their lot.

Because of the tropical climate, the
Dominican Republic could produce food
crops the year around, one following
another. For most of the year, however,
drought makes production impossible.
The Dominicans normally get one crop
a year. This year, unusually severe
drought has shortened that one crop so
these already underfed people—600,000
of them unemployed—face abnormally
intense food shortages for the next year
or 18 months.

It was in the face of this bleak food
outlook and massive unemployment that
the current upheaval in political life,
accompanied by bloodshed, took place.

Significantly, CARE operations in the
nation have been alowed fo continue by
both sides in the revolution. The junta
radio and the rebel radio have hbeen
available to CARE personnel to broad-
cast notices that the children who want
their CARE food can get it at all the
usual places. Junta supporters and rebel
supporters have volunteered their serv-
ices to keep schools open to feed the
children. In the capital city the number
of children fed increased from 25,000 to
about 35,000 to care for children cut off
from normal private sources of food by
the revolution.

CARE'S PROPOSALS

CARE wants to double its child-feed-
ing program and provide food for ap-
proximately a million children in all. It
is also seeking well-drilling equipment,
garden seeds, hand tools and small power
tools so it can increase the 400 irrigated
school gardens which it has developed,
worked by the children, to a total of
3,400. The children get an average of
1,000 pounds of vegetables from the pres-
ent gardens for each $2-seed packet sup-
plied to them.

The 400 gardens already established
are in areas where groundwater for irri-
gation can be obtained at 20 or 25 feet
below the surface from dug wells. Else-
where, water ranges to 180 feet below
the surface, requiring drilling equipment.
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The Dominicans have tried desperate-
1y to feed themselves, so desperately they
have burned off forests and ruined much
of their land seeking space to produce a
little more food to halt their hunger.
Wells and reservoirs to provide irriga-
tion water might permit the production
of a series of crops through the year if
methods known to us in the United
States were introduced. With food and
better health, and a new vigor, the
Dominicans will more readily advance
their standard of living.

Catholic Relief Services, the great
overseas relief arm of the Catholic
Church which has distributed American
food all over the world, is also carrying
on a significant family feeding program
that now reaches 206,000 Dominicans.
A somewhat smaller but important pro-
gram is conducted by Church World
Service.

FOOD FOR PEACEFUL DEVELOPMENT

The Dominican nation offers us an op-
portunity to create a Western Hemi-
sphere showcase of a new American
food for peaceful development program
if we determine to make it that.

But we must create more than one
showcase, or even several.

‘We should export food produced on our
presently idle and diverted farm acres
and use it just as widely as it can be
effectively used to banish want and to
end the unrest of peoples who now, as in
Dominica, have to watch their children
die. It should be done in Vietnam—
North Vietnam as well as South Vietnam,
if they will accept it—and all of the cru-
cial areas of hunger in Asia, Latin Amer-
ica, and Africa. Food for peaceful devel-
opment can contain the fires of unrest
before they are kindled in the tinder of
want. It is a far better weapon than a
bomber in our competition with the Com-
munists for influence in the developing
world.

President Johnson’s proposal at Johns
Hopkins University on April 7 for a
regional Mekong development plan in
southeast Asia includes a highly sig-
nificant food component. Through this
imaginative proposal, American food can
be used not only in direct feeding opera-
tions but as capital to pay the wages of
workers and farmers engaged in the con-
struction of irrigation units, roads,
schools, and other rural and community
development projects.

After briefly reviewing the military
and political faces of the current war in
Vietnam in a great speech on May 13,
President Johnson said:

The third face of war in Vietnam is, at
once, the most tragic and most hopeful. It
is the face of human need. It is the un-
tended sick, the hungry family, and the
illiterate child. It is men and women, many
without shelter, with rags for clothing, strug-
gling for survival in a very rich and a very
fertile land. It is the most important battle
in which we are engaged.

I agree strongly with President John-
son that the war against want is “the
most important battle.,” I have deep
misgivings about our growing military
involvement in Vietnam because I do
not believe that the problems of that area
can be solved by military means. We
can, however, win the war against want
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far better than the Communists can, and
that is the war I hope we will press
around the globe.

THE FOOD AND NUTRITION ACT

The purpose of the act I have intro-
duced is to authorize a 10-year war
against want, using the excess agricul-
tural production capacity of our own
Nation to eliminate hunger while we are
assisting the less developed nations to
bring their productivity and their popu-
lations into balance.

The bill authorizes a gradual increas-
ing program starting at $500 million in
fiscal year 1966 in addition to present
programs. The funds would be appro-
priated to the President to buy domestic
agricultural products, including high
protein and enriched foods, to be sold,
exchanged, or donated to nations with-
out sufficient nutritional supplies for
their citizens.

It is my own hope and belief that not
all of the authorized funds would have to
be appropriated because other nations
would participate and because, if we ef-
fectively expand rural development as-
sistance in the recipient countries, the
requirements of many of them would
soon begin to decline, as the requirements
of the Dominicans would decline rather
rapidly, if we couple our food aid with
a8 peaceful development program.

The early steps in our war against
want would necessarily involve improve-
ment of food distribution facilities in
many of the less developed countries
where they are lacking, and upgrading
the nutritional value of the foods we
provide.

The bill authorizes the President to
allocate funds for loans and grants to
recipient countries to improve their port
facilities, storage and internal transport
where there is need so our foods can be
used effectively and efficiently without
waste. It authorizes use of the Peace
Corps and American technicians in de-
veloping efficient distribution as well as
payments for preserving and processing
foods prior to export into storable and
distributable form. It authorizes the
provision of utensils, implements, and
other items necessary to effective distri-
bution and to the rural economic devel-
opment programs conducted by this
country and by the voluntary agencies—
such as CARE’s program in Dominica—
to assist countries in producing more of
their own needs.

The authorization in the bill is for ap-
propriations to the President, who work-
ing through an International Food and
Nutrition Director—perhaps an expand-
ed role of our existing food for peace of-
fice—could allocate funds to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture or to the Agency for
International Development to acquire
foods, have them processed, distribute
them, and speed rural development, as
is appropriate to the role of each of those
agencies.

BENEFICIAL EFFECTS AT HOME

One of the greatest benefits of the
program would be to the Uniled States
itself. It would allow us to ease restric-
tions on agricultural production of all
kinds here at home. The use of high-
protein meats, poultry, and other prod-
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ucts—not just surpluses—would permit
the spread of this benefit with some
equity among American producers, and
strengthen the whole farm economy.

We are today losing about 100,000
farming units each year in the United
States because of low incomes. Low in-
comes are a result of both low prices and
restricted production. Increased pro-
duction, even at the present moderate
price levels, will help strengthen our
farm economy and slow the disappear-
ance of farms. This will help to end the
deterioration of the economies of our
rural communities, release an agricul-
tural demand for equipment and other
manufactured supplies, and benefit the
entire national economy.

I know that some Members of Con-
gress are reluctant fo assist less devel-
oped nations in the production of crops
which might compete with us for export
markets. One of the consequences of
this reluctance, in my opinion, has been
an overemphasis in our assistance pro-
grams on too highly sophisticated public
works and industrial development proj-
ects in nations not yet ready for them.
Sound industrial growth and progress is
almost impossible until a country has
achieved a sound agricultural base and
the people have the vigor of body and
mind which result from proper diet. A
necessary condition of sound industrial
development is the release of some of the
manpower now required for subsistence
agriculture so that these men can engage
in industry with their food supply
assured.

We need to concentrate much more in
the early phases of technical assistance
programs on the introduction of im-
proved food production methods—irriga-
tion, fertilizers, pesticides, hybrid seeds,
and other tested devices.

Eight out of every 10 persons on this
planet still make their living from the
land. Although an American farmer
produces food for 30 of his fellow Amer-
icans, most of the world’s farmers are
unable to supply their own real food
needs. As a consequence, two-thirds of
the people of the world do not have
proper nutrition. That stark fact is the
chief barrier to human development
abroad and an incalculable loss to our
own prosperity and security.

AID BUILDS TRADE

Contrary to the fear of competition for
export markets, the record shows that
developing nations become increasingly
good customers for American exports.
Japan is the outstanding example. We
helped Japan rebuild her agriculture as
well as her industrial productivity follow-
ing World War II. Her own production
of agricultural products has increased,
but she has also become America’s best
commercial customer for foodstuffs.
Western Europe is another major exam-
ple of this experience.

A recent study of 54 less developed
countries showed that for each 10-
percent increase in income, their pur-
chases of agricultural exports from the
United States went up 21 percent.

With world population expected to
double by the year 2000, to 6 billion per-
sons, our concern should not be primarily
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the existence of markets for our prod-
ucts. We should be concerned with trig-
gering economic development through-
out the world so that tremendous popu-
lation will be trading peacefully with us
instead of creating a cauldron of misery
and unrest in which peace is impossible.
We should also be concerned that popu-
lation measures are adopted which will
stabilize this planet's human population
at a reasonable level. In the long pull,
we should be more alarmed about a de-
mand for food so great it cannot be met
than with guarding markets.

The final provisions of the bill that I
have introduced authorize the President
to establish necessary administrative
machinery, an International Food and
Nutrition Office or expanded food-for-
peace office, and recommend and au-
thorize expansion of such multilateral
world food efforts as the United Nations
Freedom from Hunger program. The
cooperating nations have recommended
that the experimental world food pro-
gram which has grown out of the free-
dom from hunger campaign be expanded
from its present $100 million operation to
$275 million. -

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks a table and an
article from the Farm Index indicating
the substantial contributions other coun-
tries are making in the assistance field.
We are not alone in the effort. Other
countries totally are doing about as much
as the United States alone. I feel sure
they will do more given leadership.

Such distinguished and highly suc-
cessful development experts as Paul
Hoffman, Director of the United Nations
Special Fund, and Eugene Black, former
Director of the World Bank, are con-
vinced that aid should be increasingly
funneled through international agencies.
This device removes any basis for allega-
tions of economic imperialism and inter-
vention in other people’s national affairs.

SUPPORT FOR FOOD AID

There is widespread support in the
United States to expand food assistance
programs along the lines I have sug-
gested.

The 1964 farm poliey report of the Na-
tional Agricultural Advisory Commission
urged shipments of protein-rich foods,
stating:

Shipment of foods not in surplus under
price support programs should be authorized.
Nutritional needs of reciplent countries re-
quire the use of nonsurplus food.

The Commission also urged a wider
noninflationary use of local currencies
aceruing to the United States under the
present food-for-peace program. In In-
dia and other countries such currencies
might be used for educational or popula-
tion control programs.

President Johnson has given strong
support to the expression of existing for-
eign assistance programs to make fuller
use of our farm goods in combating
hunger around the world. At the Alfred
E. Smith memorial dinner in October
1964, the President said:

I do not belleve that our island of abun-
dance will be finally secured in a sea of
despalr and unrest, or in a world where even
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the oppressed may one day have access to the
engines of modern destruction.

Moreover, there is a great moral principle
at stake. It is not right—in a world of such
infinite possibilities—that children should
die of hunger, that young people should live
in ignorance, that men should be crippled
by disease, that families should live in mis-
ery, shrouded in despair.

If we truly mean our commitment to
freedom, we must help strike at the condi-
tions which make a mockery of that hope.
Since President Truman announced the
point 4 program we have extended the hand
of compassion toward the world’'s oppressed.

We will continue this help. But it is now
clear that the tools we have developed will
not do the job alone.

I will propose steps to use the food and
agricultural skills of the entire West in a
joint effort to eliminate hunger and starva-
tion,

We have the skills and resources to improve
the life of man. I do not believe we lack the
imagination to find ways to shatter the bar-
rier between man’s capacity and man’s needs.

THE NEED

The need for a war against want is
reflected in a dozen surveys of world food
and nutrition. More than half a billion
people in today’s world are chronically
hungry. Some surveys put this at nearly
a billion. At least another billion have
poorly balanced diets. Together, they
make up more than half of the 3 billion
inhabitants of the globe. Lethargy,
chronie illness and early death are their
companions. Their average lifespan is
about 30 years, which someone has said
is “not very long to live but a long time
to be hungry.”

About 40 times as many children in
undernourished families die before
reaching the age of 5 as in well-fed na-
tions such as the United States. One of
the major causes of the annual death of
an estimated 10 million infants from in-
testinal and respiratory diseases is lack
of proper food.

Malnutrition also causes permanent
handicaps. It not only restricts the
physical development of children, but
seriously limits their mental and emo-
tional growth for life. They simply do
not have the physical energy that makes
learning and hard work possible. In this
way hunger and ignorance contribute to
low economic productivity as part of a
vicious circle. Those lacking both en-
ergy and rudimentary education are un-
able to contribute to the income or the
development of their nation. In Africa,
Asia, and Latin America people live on
average incomes of less than $100 a year
compared with the U.S. average of
$2,316.

The United States is uniquely qualified
to lead the campaign against world hun-
ger. While millions hunger, we struggle
to meet the problem of surplus produc-~
tion and overeating. We discard enough
food to feed well any one of fifty nations
in the underdeveloped world. We pay
our farmers enough for keeping surplus
acreage idle to finance the shipping of
millions of bushels of grain to hungry
people overseas. We spend enough in
storing and handling our annual sur-
pluses to support a much expanded
school lunch program overseas.

It is truly said that as a result of our
farmers’ labor we live with a crisis of
abundance in a world of want., I can
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think of no more worthy purpose, no
more humane or moral goal, than a ded-
icated effort to use our abundance to
help other people.

PUBLIC LAW 480—"FOOD FOR PEACE"

Recognition of America’s agricultural
resources and the world's agricultural
needs resulted in the passage in 1954 of
the very important Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act, Public
Law 480. The legislative base of our
food-for-peace program, Public Law 480,
is an ingenious combination of self-inter-
est and idealism. It was designed to
assist American farmers and American
taxpayers by providing an outlet for
farm surpluses and an end to costly
storage expenses. It was also a gen-
uinely humanitarian effort to feed the
hungry and promote the economic
growth of the underdeveloped mna-
tions. There can be no doubt that it has
been one of the most effective and popu-
lar programs ever authorized by Con-
gress.

Originally, the Public Law 480 food-
for-peace program had three titles, each
of which offered a useful avenue to send
our surplus foodstuffs to needy countries.
In 1959 it was amended to add a fourth
title authorizing sale of food on long-
term, low-interest loans, as a consequence
of some nations reaching a situation
where they could afford to start to pay for
all or part of their requirements on long
terms.

Title I of Public Law 480 permits for-
eign governments to purchase American
farm goods with their own currency at
the market value of the product. The
local currencies given fto the United
States are then largely granted or loaned
back to the local government for eco-
nomic development, mutual defense, and
other purposes. In most countries about
80 percent of these so-called soft cur-
rencies have been used for such purposes.
A smaller percentage has been used to
develop commercial markets for Ameri-
can agricultural products, as loans to
American businessmen overseas, and to
support such programs as Fulbright fel-
lowships, the translation of foreign jour-
nals, the U.S. Information Service, and
maintenance of American embassies.

One-third of the entire American eco-
nomic aid program now consists of food
for peace, and 70 percent of the food-for-
peace program has been undertaken un-
der title I foreign currencies sales. It is
an effective way to convert our farm sur-
pluses and the currencies which they gen-
erate into classrooms, clinics, roads, and
dams in the underdeveloped countries.

Title IT of Public Law 480 authorizes
our Government to make outright grants
of food in emergencies or disasters.
About $1.25 billion of commodities have
been sent under this section to such areas
as Algeria, Chile, and Yugoslavia, where
the ravages of war and earthquakes or
other natural disasters have threatened
thousands of people with poverty and
hunger.

Title IT has also been used to support
economic development projects as partial
payment of wages and for school lunch
programs. The Community Develop-
ment Foundation and other U.S. private,
voluntary agencies as well as U.S. aid
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technicians have demonstrated that food
can be used to finance scores of urgently
needed community and rural develop-
ment projects around the world. - Much
of the cost of these projects can be fi-
nanced by paying the workers in food.
In this fashion, food not only fills empty
stomach, it creates employment, pre-
serves human dignity, and creates capital
improvements.

In the Dominican Republic, for ex-
ample, the Community Development
Foundation estimates that underemploy-
ment wastes 160 million man-days an-
nually. Yet, the country has a des-
perate need for water projects, schools,
and roads that could be built with idle
laborers who could be paid in food.
Southeast Asia, including North and
South Vietnam, also provides a similar
challenge.

A new development which shows prom-
ise is the use of food to finance youth
work camps to combat juvenile delin-
quency and idleness. Food is also used
to grubstake farm families for opening
new areas to cultivation. This growing
trend away from straight food dona-
tions, as in a welfare program, to the use
of food in payment for constructive work
is an important one. In this way, food
for peace can serve a double duty of
combating malnutrition and directly pro-
moting economic development.

The third title of Public Law 480 au-
thorizes private, voluntary agencies to
distribute surplus food overseas. We are
all familiar with the fine work done by
organizations such as CARE and a score
of church-connected agencies including
Church World Service, Catholic Relief
Services, Lutheran World Relief, the
Jewish Joint Distribution Committee, the
Quakers, and the Mennonites. Seventy
million people in 112 countries and terri-
tories are receiving supplemental food
under this title. Since 1954, $2.5 billion
worth of flour, cornmeal, powdered milk,
rice, cheese, and edible oils have been
distributed by private agencies. Their
good works are known across the world
from Calcutta to Lima, from Hong Kong
to Algiers. They distribute 3 billion
pounds of food yearly.

Included among the recipients of food
for peace through the voluntary agencies
are 55 million children—some 32 million
in school lunch programs. The bright-
est chapter in the voluntary program and
indeed in the entire food-for-peace effort
is the international school lunch pro-
gram. Three-quarters of the children
in these programs receive their lunches
through one or another of the voluntary
associations who work in the food-for-
peace program. Usually the lunch is not
fancy—a roll and a glass of reconstituted,
nonfat milk.

Nevertheless, for most of the recip-
ients, this is the only nourishing meal of
the day. Sometimes, it is supplemented
by vegetables, fruits, or meat added by
local parents or school officials. The
schoolchildren’s gardens ' in Dominica
provide supplemental food there. The
results have been nothing less than
spectacular in terms of better health and
sharply improved academic growth.

Under title IV in the food-for-peace
law, put into use in 1961, we have sold

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on long-term loans about $150 million
of foodstuffs.

Mr. President, I could speak at great
length about the achievements of the
program carried on under Public Law
480—the food-for-peace program. I was
fortunate to be called upon by the late
President Kennedy to serve as director of
food for peace during 1961 and 1962.
President Kennedy recognized the tre-
mendous importance of our food sur-
pluses in a world where half the popu-
lation does not have enough to eat. On
January 24, 1961, as one of the first acts
of his administration, he issued an Ex-
ecutive order creating the office of food
for peace. In a memorandum to the
heads of Government departments and
agencies the late President stated:

American agricultural abundance offers a
great opportunity for the United States to
promote the interests of peace in a signifi-
cant way and to play an important role in
helping to provide a more adequate diet for
peoples all around the world. We must
make the most vigorous and constructive use
possible of this opportunity. We must nar-
row the Bgap between abundance here at
home and near starvation abroad. Human-
ity, and prudence alike, counsel a major
effort on our part.

President Eisenhower had previously
urged greater use of our food abundance
abroad and the program has been given
strong approval by President Johnson.

The overall accomplishments of the
food-for-peace program since 1954 have
indeed been extremely important. This
massive American effort to outlaw
hunger has no parallel in human history.
One hundred million people throughout
the world today benefit directly from the
American food-for-peace effort. Many,
many more benefit indirectly. More-
over, the food-for-peace program has
had its impact in the United States, too.

One hundred and twenty million tons
of food, valued at $13 billion—enough to
fill three large ships each day for 10
years—have been sent overseas from
American farms under the terms of
Public Law 480. This represents 27 per-
cent of all U.S. agricultural exports. In
certain commodities, such as wheat, two-
thirds of our exports have been under
food-for-peace auspices. One out of
three acres of American wheat is now
utilized in food for peace.

Aside from the much larger income
it has made possible for American farm-
ers, food-for-peace sales have resulted
in substantial income to our economy
as a whole, including suppliers of farm
machinery, seeds, fertilizer, and insecti-
cides, It has meant an additional 1.4
billion to the American shipping indus-
try. Currencies generated by the sales
now save us nearly $300 million annually
in foreign exchange, which helps our
balance-of-payments situation. Fur-
thermore, a sizable portion of the local
currencies which we have loaned to for-
eign governments will be repaid.

Food for peace has contributed to the
national interest by developing new
commercial marketing opportunities for
American products. A substantial part
of the proceeds of foreign currency sales
have been used to advertise and promote
American farm products. Private com-
mercial organizations have cooperated
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with the Federal Government in trade
fairs and other promotion activities
overseas. Through food for peace we
have introduced our commodities to
countries which become commercial
purchasers. Japan, Italy, and Spain,
among others, were among the first
recipients of the food-for-peace program
and have already moved into the position
of strong dollar customers.
CLOSING THE WORLD FOOD GAP

The food-for-peace program has been
a wonderful effort, with average exports
of $1.8 billion a year. It has made a
very sizable contribution to the total task
of achieving freedom from want.

We have learned through experience
with it how to make increasingly efficient
and effective use of our foods. We are
ready, in my judgment, to move on into
another history-making phase and
undertake the whole job.

In my recent book, “War Against
Want,” I estimated the cost of eliminat-
ing hunger in the world, with the excep-
tion of Red China, at $4 billion a year in
addition to present outlays. Including
Red China, it would be approximately
$51% billion.

A recent study by the Agriculture De-
partment confirms these figures and pro-
jects a food gap in the free world at
about $2.5 billion worth of foodstuffs at
the end of this decade. That allows for
present U.S. food-for-peace efforts. The
study, entitled “The World Food Budsget,
1970,” considers only the value of food-
stuffs. When costs of processing, ship-
ping, and distributing surplus food in the
world are added, a total between $3 and
$4 billion a year would close the food gap
in the free world.

ECONOMIC EFFECT IN THE UNITED STATES
OF THE WAR AGAINST WANT

What would it mean in the United
States to try to close this gap? Roughly,
agricultural economists estimate that
American farmers would have to produce
one-third more wheat, increase milk out-
put by 50 percent, raise 25 percent more
soybeans, and step up production of
vegetable oils by a third. American
farmers could fill this order by putting
land and resources now idle into produe-
tive use again. Only about 75 percent of
our agricultural capacity is being used
today. This compares with steel pro-
duction at about 85 percent of capacity,
and overall industrial output at 87 per-
cent of capacity, as measured by the Fed-
eral Reserve Board.

American farmers could benefit greatly
from a program to meet food needs and
it would add substantially to the Na-
tion’s economic strength. Heavy storage
charges on surpluses could virtually be
eliminated. The money such a program
would put into the hands of American
farmers would be plowed back almost im-
mediately into business and consumer
spending. Farmers would need as much
as a million additional tons of fertilizer,
and more machinery, equipment, gaso-
line, oil, and other supplies. Employ-
ment on farms and in factories would
increase. A national publication, U.S.
News & World Report, has estimated that
“if present food-for-peace shipments
were doubled, close to 30 million tons of
shipping would be required each year.
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That would fill 1,000 so-called super-
carrier ships averaging 30,000 tons of
cargo apiece.”

There will be objections raised to this
bill. The first will undoubtedly be the

. My bill would ultimately more
than double existing expenditures for
food supplies sent overseas. In order to
be effective, it would have to be done on
the basis of a long-termm commitment,
not simply an annual appropriation. It
is my contention, however, that such a
program would not actually be costly.
We would not be surrendering any of our
capital assets—only making greater use
of them.

A recent study of the dynamic forces
in agriculture was prepared by the Legis-
Iative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress. Dr. Walter Wilcox, author
of the report, found that potential farm
production in the absence of acreage di-
version programs is increasing three
times as fast today as 30 years ago, with
most of the increase occurring in crop
production per acre. Traction power
has increased 40 percent in the past
10 years. Expenditures for farm pesti-
cides have increased two to three times
in the past 10 years. Fertilizer use has
almost doubled and nifrogen use has
more than doubled. As a result, we con-
front increased acreage yields. It is eco-
nomie for farmers to buy and use fer-
tilizers which will increase corn yields
one-third or more. Wheat and cotton
yields will increase greatly in the decade
ahead. We are also producing more live-
stock products per hundred pounds of
feed than in previous years. Dairymen
get more milk per cow. We produce
chickens with a declining amount of feed
and chickens produce more eggs for the
same weight of feed. The evidence pre-
sented in the Wileox report indicates
that productivity gains ahead are so
great that we will have to have tighter
and tighter acreage controls—more di-
versions and more farm program ex-

pense.

To undertake a program of the scope
I have described, Mr. President, will pro-
vide an outlet for the tremendous in-
crease in agricultural productivity
which we can expect over the next dec-
ade, as well as providing an incentive for
the use of productive land not in use at
all today.

To deal with these anticipated sur-
pluses in any other manner than the
one I am imposing would be equally ex-
pensive—perhaps even more expensive
in terms of public outlays, displacement
of farm families, and unemployment and
relief—without the worldwide benefits.

On the other hand, if Federal pro-
grams are not adjusted, the sharp de-
cline in farm income would cost our
farm States, our farm manufacturers,
and, indeed, the entire Nation millions
and millions of dollars in reduced tax
revenues and increased welfare pro-
grams. Economist Leon Keyserling es-
timates that half of our present urban
unemployment can be traced to the de-
cline of rural job opportunities and farm-
er purchasing power. In the long run,
through the multiplied effect of a pros-
perous agricultural economy, the pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

gram I propose would bring more money
to the farmers and to all those who de-
pend upon agriculture directly or in-
directly, and a greafer return to the
Federal Government.

What we must acknowledge, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that properly used American ag-
ricultural productivity is not a liability to
the United States, but an asset. As Vice
President HumPHREY has said, in discuss-
ing the impaect of our food program:

In a real sense what we need to understand
is that agriculture is in the forefront of the
struggle for a better world. If is not a
laggard; it is not a burden; it is not what is
holding America back. It is what is putting
America ahead.

The food-for-peace program is a 20th-cen-
tury form of alchemy. Food for peace has
provided the means for converting America's
agricultural productivity and abundance into
schools and textbooks, hospitals, bridges, and
roads—the vital ingredients of economic and
social growth In the developing nations of the
world. This ingenuity of using food as a re-
source for development has been termed one
of the most imaginative instruments ever
created for the purposes of sharing agricul-
tural abundance with undernourished people
and emerging nations.

But this progress, as good as it 1s, only
begins to meet the needs of the American
people. There is much that remains to be
done. We will do it.

POLITICAL ASPECTS OF THE WAR AGAINST WANT

There are those who will object to an
all-out war against want on political
grounds. It will be argued that our food
should go only to friendly, capitalistic,
democratic countries. Admittedly, it is
infuriating when a dictator who has ac-
cepted American aid for years tells us to
“take your aid and go drink from the
sea.” We must remember, however, that
the people, and particularly the children,
receiving our food should not be punished
for the sins of their governments. They
have very little to say about those gov-
ernments at present. Children as well as
underprivileged adults will suffer enough
from bad local government without our
punishing them for political reasons.

Food for peace has served important
foreign policy objectives of the United
States under what may originally have
appeared as unfavorable conditions. For
example, in 1957 President Eisenhower
authorized American food are to Poland
and Yugoslavia. Since then, Poland has
received $671 million in food and Yugo-
slavia $906 million. An important re-
sult has been to encourage these two
quasi-Communist States to maintain a
growing degree of independence.

Furthermore, both countries have dis-
carded Communist techniques of trying
to grow farm products in government
collective farms. They have moved back
to private family farming which is ap-
parently far more successful than the
Soviet Government’s collective. In these
particular cases our negotiations and
contracts were with Communist govern-
ments, but the impact of our surpluses
has been helping the two nations to show
not only their people but also the Soviets
that independent family farming, with a
profit incentive, is superior to collectiv-
ism. Our agricultural surpluses dis-
tributed behind the Iron Curtain are the
best possible argument for a free enter-
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prise system. They are also proof to the
common people of these lands that the
United States is aware of and concerned
over their needs.

Also, Mr. President, we should consider
what overall effect it might have if a
great many nations of the world, includ-
ing some who are now enemies, were de-
pendent upon the United States for a
substantial portion of their food supplies.
Would this dependence not discourage
them from military action or indeed from
creating any kind of violence in which
needed food might be endangered? In-
sofar as trade creates interdependence, it
should, over the long run, contribute to a
more peaceful world in which all coun-
tries recognize the benefits derived from
commercial relationships with others.

THE MORAL ISSUE INVOLVED

Finally, Mr. President, we must not be
blind to the moral issue involved in world
hunger. The great religions of the world
have all recognized this factor. ‘Cast
thy bread upon the waters: for thou
shalt find it after many days” admon-
ished the Hebrew writer of Ecclesiastes.

“If thine enemy hunger, feed him.,”
wrote St. Paul in his letter to the
Romans.

In the words of the Koran:

An abominable sin is to sleep on a full
stomach while your neighbor is sleeping on
an empty stomach.

Around the globe, I have looked into
the eyes of children suffering the debili-
tating effects of prolonged malnutrition.
Their distended stomachs and gaunt
limbs offer little hope of a life of comfort
or productive work. In Africa there is a
particularly prevalent disease known as
Kwashiorkor. Literally translated from
Swahili, this means the iliness which the
older child gets after the next child is
born. It is basically a protein deficiency
caused when an older child is no longer
nursed and must replace his mother’s
milk with a protein deficient diet. These
are children who can be helped and we
have it in our power to help them. I be-
lieve it is a moral as well as economic
imperative that we make our abundance
available where the need is so great.

The people of the United States have
always responded to the cry for food in
famine or other national disasters.
Chronic hunger may not appear as dra-
matic or urgent as a sudden earthquake
or flood, but its long-term effect upon the
peoples of underdeveloped continents
are far worse.

The time has come for the people of
the United States to recognize the role
that we can and should play in the war
against want. We can help our own
farmers by permitting them to produce
to their full potential. We can help the
manufacturers and merchants who de-
pend upon agriculture for their liveli-
hood. We can help the people of our
own country by reducing the funds nec-
essary for restrictive farm programs and
for continued storage of our vast sur-
pluses.

By most important, Mr. President, we
can help the hungry people throughout
the world who have literally nowhere
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else to turn if we do not share our bounty
and our skills with them. The program
I have outlined is a practical and realis-
tic approach to one of the greatest prob-
lems facing the world today. I strongly
urge my colleagues to give it their care-
ful consideration.

Mr. President, one of the finest state-
ments I have seen on the challenge of
world hunger is a resolution adopted by
the general board of the National Coun-
cil of Churches on June 3, 1965. I ask
unanimous consent that this superb
statement be printed at this point in the
RECORD.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
article and statement will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2157) to provide for U.S.
participation and leadership in an in-
ternational effort to end malnutrition
and human want, and for related pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. McGoverN (for
himself and Mr. NELsoN), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

The article and statement presented
by Mr. McGoveErN are as follows:

1968 shows United States leads world in net flow of aid capital to needy nations

Bilateral assistance through— | Contribution to international
agencies through—
Country Total aid
FPublic sources | Private sources | Public sources | Private sources
United Btates. . - - oo oo $3, 540, 000, 000 $813, 000, 000 $181, 000, 000 $5, 000, 000 |  $4, 539, 000, 000
el o s - , 000, 314, 000, 000 29, 000, 000 1 000, 000
United Kingdom._. = 370, 000, 000 379, 000, 000 45, 000, 000 000, 000
West Germany.._. = 5 000 153, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 000, 000
Japan._...____ 161, 000, 000 95, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 |- 000
Bino-Soviet b ) 000 1 e @, 000, 000 |-
Other1__. 359, 000, 000 715, 000, 000 93, 000, 000
ol R 6,128, 000, 000 | 2,466, 000, 000 391, 000, 000 | *-—31, 000, 000 8, 057, 000, 000
1Includes the 10 OECD countries not listed above.
3 Repayment of securities by international e ded private purcl

FOREIGN AIp: WHo GIvEs WHAT?

(Note.—Sixteen nations have continuing
programs to ald economic development in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia. A new ERS
study assesses the U.S. effort in relation to
that of France, the United Kingdom, and
other major donors.)

Bown, October 28, 1964.—For the first time,
West Germany has granted a long-term for-
eign-ald loan at only 1-percent interest. Re-
cipient is Rwanda in east central Africa.

Paris, January 7, 1965.—France today
slgned a new agreement to ald agricultural
development in Senegal, a former French
colony.

Moscow, February 19, 1965.—The Soviet
Union will help Tunisia build a national
technical institute to train engineers and
other badly needed specialists.

Such news items out of Europe tend to
highlight the fact that the United States
isn’t the only Nation helping the less fortu-
nate,

Bixteen countries, all highly industrialized,
have economic-aid programs to asslst the less
developed regions of the world. Among
them, in addition to the United States, are
the United Eingdom, France, West Germany,
Japan, and the Soviet Union.

Where does the United States stand in
comparison with the 15 other major contrib-
utors?

A new ERS study shows that we provide
over half the total net flow of public aid
and private capital going into the less devel-
oped world under the bilateral (direct coun-
try-to-country) assistance programs of all 16
nations. In 1963 we contributed almost §4.4
billion of the $8.6 billion total. (See table
above; 1963 last available figures.)

Some of the 16 also contribute to the
ald programs of several U.N. technical and
financial agencies and such regional groups
as the European Development Fund.

The ERS study shows that, as in the case
of bilateral aid, the United States supplies
about half of the funds going into the aid
programs of the international agencies. Our
share in 1963 came to $186 million of the
$360 million total contributed,

The above totals include funds channeled
through public (that is, government spon-
sored) aid programs, plus capital investments
and technical assistance from private
industry.

Using the publie-private breakdown, the
study shows that the United States in 1963
supplied 568 percent of all public aid and 33
percent of all private capital under the bi-
lateral programs of the 16 donor countries.
In round figures, this means we put up $3.56
billion of the $6.1 billion total in public aid
funds; $800 million of the $2.5 billion in-
vested by private industry.

France is the second largest donor; in 1963
it furnished 13 percent of the total capital
flow, public and private, into the less devel-
oped world. Some 94 percent of this aid went
to former French territories in Africa. Re-
cenfly, however, France has stepped up its
aid to African nations that aren’t former
territories as well as to Greece, India, Paki-
stan, Mexlco, and Turkey.

The United Kingdom is the third largest
donor, supplying in 1963 about 9 percent of
total world aid. With a policy similar to the
French, British aid goes chiefly to such Com-
monwealth countries as India and Pakistan.
But London too, has recently expanded its
program to include such non-Commonwealth
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nations as Chile, Algeria, Syria, South Viet-
nam, and Korea.

Fourth largest donor is West Germany.
Although most of its ald is in deutsche mark
loans rather than in grants or soft currency
repayments, the government reduced its aid
budget in 1964. This was an effort to shift
more of the aid burden to the country's pros-
pering private sector. Almost half of West
Germany's public aid in 1964 was earmarked
for Asian countries, about 17 percent for such
African nations as Liberia and the United
Arab Republic (Egypt), another 10 percent
for European and Latin American countries.

Still far below the aid levels of the United
States, France, and others, the Sino-Soviet
bloc had more than doubled its 1961 ald
level of $200 million to $465 million by 1963.
The United Arab Republic gets the lion’'s
share, followed by India, Afghanistan, and
Indonesia.

If this then, is the world's economic aid
picture, where does food aid fit in?

As in other categories, the United States
is far and away the major contributor of
food assistance.

Among other industrial nations, only
Canada, Australia, France, and West Ger-
many have shipped sizable amounts of food,
either for emergency use or development
needs. In the 1952-63 period, these four
nations shipped a total of $251 million in
food and fiber, with Canada supplying 89
percent. During the same period U.S. food
and fiber aid came to $0.9 billion or 97.5 per-
cent of the world total.

Total U.S. food and fiber aid shipments
since World War II: $25.7 billion.

The figures are for 1946 through fiscal
1964. They include shipments under our
own programs and those of international
agencles,

In the early postwar years, of course,
U.S. food aild was used primarily to help war-
shattered nations get back on their feet.

With the passage of Public Law 480 in
1954 the emphasis shifted to using food as a
device to help emerging countries develop
and diversify their economlies. Prior to 1962
sizable quantities of food were also sent
under the Mutual Security Act of 1954.

During fiscal years 19556-64, we shipped a
total of $14.3 billion in foodstuffs to needy
countries under concessional terms. These
terms varied, but most shipments were made
under Public Law 480's title I whereby the
recipient country pald in its own currency.
Some of this currency was used to pay U.S.
costs incurred in the country, but much
was returned to the country as grants or as
loans to help finance its economic develop-
ment program.

Over the 1965-64 period, this $14.3 bil-
lion in food and fiber aid represented about
one-third of our total farm exports, the
rest being dollar sales. Similarly, farm
commodity aid over the 1952-63 period made
up about one-third of all U.S. economic
assistance to other countries.

From 1957 high, aid shipments as share of U.S. farm exports have declined

[In millions]
Government programs Government
cial Total exports as a
Year exports exports percent of
Total Publie Mutual total exports
Law 480 security
418 450 2,278 3,144 27
1,012 8556 2,129 3,496 a0
1, 563 304 2,771 4,728 41
1,024 227 2,752 4,003 31
1,044 210 2,465 3,719 33
1,143 167 3,207 4, 517 20
1,386 186 3,874 4, 046 a2
1, 586 74 3, 482 5,142 az
1,520 13 3, 536 5, 078 30
s 1,539 23 4,512 6, 074 26
1955-64_ . . 12,242 2,009 30, 506 44, 847 32
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Natiowarn Couwnci. oF THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
(Resolution on world hunger, adopted by the
general board on June 3, 1965)

1. THE BROAD CONTEXT OF ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

1. We see a tremendous urgency in mat-
ters of hunger and food, in relation to our
Christian faith, to our concern with human
values, to prospects for the world's food de-
mand and supply during the next several
years, and to basic economic and social de-
velopment. Food is and will continue to
be a key issue, and even more so if the
United States continues a policy of relatively
decreasing production in agriculture. Un-
less the United States, with its outstanding
capacities and world responsibilities, de-
velops new concepts of larger production for
programs related to world needs, the pre-
dicted widespread, acute famine in some
areas of the world in the next few years will
become more grim. Even more important is
U.S. cooperation in helping other na-
tions to develop their own food produc-
tion and supplies. Both in the sharing of
food and in concerted efforts to improve
food production, it is imperative that the
United States work closely with other coun-
tries in building up the already existing
international programs and agencles. We
must address ourselves as churches and as
a nation to these and to larger related con-
cepts and programs, even as we take first
steps such as embodied in the resolution on
world hunger.

2. While specialized emphases can be use-
ful in the varlous sectors of development,
the largest need, in our judgment, is better
integration of the interrelated sectors in
an overall strategy of development, par-
ticularly in view of the new international
focus through the United Nations on trade
and development.

3. Manifold human needs confront the
whole human family. These needs can be
met basically and soundly only through
fundamental world economic and social de-
velopment. Buch development comprises a
highly complex set of interrelated factors
involving all dimensions of life such as the
economic, social, political, demographic, cul-
tural, even the military, and most profoundly
the moral and spiritual. This process must
also be internationally conceived with all
nations willing to participate taking upon
themselves both corporately and individually
the fullest possible cooperative initiative
and responsibility. Further, these problems
are so vast that no limited campaign or
crusade can be expected to resolve them,
although such efforts can call attention to
some issues and to the fact that they de-
mand basie, long-term, substantial commit-
ment for the foreseeable future. Some of the
more optimistic leaders in this field pre-
dict that, if we substantially increase what
is now being done in economic and social
development, and deal adequately with vast
population problems, we may possibly look
forward to a world relatively free from hun-
ger, poverty, illiteracy and obviously con-
querable diseases by the end of the 20th
century. But such a goal will demand con-
siderably more commitment by all the na-
tlons of the world than is presently even in
pl'ospu:t both in time concept and in mag-

4. A.!.l the above considerations urgently
demand a strategy of world economic and
social development. From the past 20 years
of experience it is becoming clear that the
vast complex of interrelated international
realltles demand a concerted, strategic ap-
proach by the international community and
by each nation In cooperation. The World
Council of Churches through its commis-
slon of the churches on international af-
falrs has called for such strategic thinking
and has set forth some major elements of
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it. We feel that the time has come for the
National Council of Churches to devote
study in depth and in breadth to further
strategic thinking In this vast fleld of world
economic and social development. We fur-
ther hold that such undertaking must be
done In fullest possible cooperation with the
responsible leadership of other religious
groups. We have begun this process. Mean-
while, as one of the first steps, we adopt a
resolution for education and action on world
hunger.

II, THE SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO WORLD
HUNGER

1. Two billion persons, two-thirds of the
world's population) live in areas of nutri-
tional deficlency. An estimated half of these,
1 billlon human beings, suffer daily or re-
current crippling hunger. The explosive
population growth, in contrast with gener-
ally slow increases in agricultural produc-
tion, points toward more widespread human
suffering from hunger in the years ahead.
Other unfavorable factors are the prejudice
of cultural patterns, the pressures of trade
and finance, political instability in Asia,
Africa, and Latin America, natural disasters,
and the sheer complexity of concerted inter-
national action on a problem where no na-
tion acting singly can find a solution. Time
is running out.

2, Initial but limited steps are underway
to meet the problem. The United Natlons
Food and Agriculture Organization has been
sponsoring a freedom from hunger campaign
to awaken the conscience of mankind. It
publishes world food survey and has started
a small experimental world food program.
A first World Food Congress has been held
and a second planned for 1967 or 1968, The
U.N. Population Commission reports the ex-
plosive population pressures and prospects
which show the desperate need for interna-
tional and cooperative national programs
of assistance on population problems.

3. In this country the U.S. Government
has made substantial contributions in recent
years toward the world food supply through
various mutual ald measures, sales for na-
tlonal currencles, and donations to the
needy. In addition, the U.8. Government
through its foreign ald program has been
spending considerable sums in rural and
agricultural technical assistance; and it has
supported modestly the various related U.N.
programs, The United States still confronts
the problem, however, of shifting the em-
phasis in domestic agricultural policy from
restriction of acreage and production and
from surplus disposal toward full utiliza-
tion of agricultural productive capacity for
world food needs. In the business sector
production of fertilizers, seeds, and farm
machinery has been expanding along with
steady growth in the food processing and
service industry.

4. The churches and voluntary agencles
(the World Counecil of Churches, the Roman
Catholle Church, the Natlional Council of
Churches of Christ in the USA, the members
of the American Council of Voluntary Agen-
cies for Forelgn Service, and many other
groups) have been expressing thelr mount-
ing concern for the hungry and conducting
slzable rellef and related self-help programs.

5. All these steps, however—intergovern-
mental, governmental, business, and volun-
tary agency—are fragmentfed and inade-
quate. Great though the advance has been
in technical skills and productive capacity,
the growth in population and in need races
ahead. This tragic paradox is the heart
of the problem, for, despite all that is being
done, it seems that our very ability to con-
serve and enlarge life itself only causes
more misery in the end. The situation Is
threatening to get out of hand. On this
our gaze is fixed; and to this the attention
of the nations of the world and their de-
termined will must be
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6. People now dimly realize that, for the
first time in history, the capabilitles and
techniques exist to prevent the warping of
lives and the deaths caused by hunger. The
freedom from hunger campalgn started a
framework which, if expanded and devel-
oped, would enable the whole world to join
in turning the tide. Only a coordinated
program, recognizing the interrelationships
of ald and trade and development and at-
tacking the causes of hunger and enlisting
the knowledge. will and resources of every
nation and of all the relevant agencles of
government, commerce, industry, the uni-
versities, the press, the churches—indeed
every major human activity—will suffice. We
do. not pretend to suggest that U.S. re-
sources alone can meet more than a frac-
tion of the need. Nevertheless, thankfully
recognizing all that has been done, it is our
conviction as Christlans and citizens of the
United States that responsibility now lies
on the people of this country to take every
step we can, in partnership with all others
who will join, to mount a massive, unified
attack on this enemy of human decency, of
life itself. The universal human conscience
will not permit us to be silent nor fail to
offer every skill and strength we have. Here
lies the opportunity for humanitarian states-
manship, so to join forces as to reverse this
drift toward disaster and do together what
none can do separately. Men and women
everywhere in all their varied pursults, op-
pressed by the bleak prospects of the cold
war, should embrace with rellef and joy
the affirmative purpose of moving toward
the elimination of hunger from the world in
a new cooperative enterprise.

7. For Christlans the issue is clear and
final. For us the issue is sharpened by
the fact that for the most part the world's
resources lie in areas where Christians pre-
dominate, and the world's needs in areas
where Christians are fewest. For Christians
the holy gifts of knowledge and sclentific
skill and the needs of our neighbors lay a
mandate on our conscience to which only
one answer is possible., Yet we know that
we are not alone elther in pity or In anger
at this misery. The time has fully come
when the peoples and governments of the
world must, together, take sides for man
against the pain and death caused by our
failure to use our knowledge aright, and
to order our affairs so that human needs and
resources can go hand in hand,

8. From a material point of view, the role
of the churches 1s small by comparison with
the size of commercial and governmental
activities in food and agriculture. In fact,
the welght of decision clearly lies with Gov-
ernment. Initiative by governments is
essential in the marshaling of cooperative
action.

1. THE RESOLUTION

1. The National Council of the Churches
of Christ in the U.S.A. therefore calls on the
U.S. Government, acting through the Presi-
dent and the Congress, to take the initiative
promptly in cooperation with other govern-
ments and international agencles for inter-
national action which will move toward mak-
mgfreedomfromhung&arwtty along
the lines of the following proposa

{a) Declare az a matier of h.lgh polley
that the United States is prepared to make
the elimination of world bhunger a major
objective ot our Nntion working with other

oV and i ds to work with other
governm.ema and tions to this end.
Include as the principal components of this
policy (1) that peoples everywhere should be
urged to produce abundantly the basic
staples of life, with appropriate regard for
nutritional needs; (2) that such staples
should be accessible to all without regard to
race, color, creed, or politics, or to cold war
considerations; (3) that family planning
must be emphasized as of equal importance
with food production; (4) that the dominant
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framework of action should be International
and/or regional, since no single natlon can
be truly self-sufficlent; (5) that special ad-
ditional measures must be taken to meet the
food needs of the hungry until such time
as world agricultural production is greatly
increased and the balance is in sight between
population growth and food supply; and (8)
that along with expansion of agricultural
production, industrial and economic growth
must take place if the world 1s to be fed.

(b) Seek, in concert with other nations,
to have a comprehensive and effective in-
ternational undertaking to determine, on a
country-by-country and regional basis, what
can and should be done to meet world food
needs both for the short run and the long
run. This undertaking might focus upon a
speclally designed international conference
of governmental and nongovernmental repre-
‘sentatives and it should, in any case, include
the fullest possible use of FAO, its respon-
slble bodles, the continuing freedom from
hunger campaign, and the next World Food
Congress. ' Qualified representatives from all
sectors of human activity with interests In
food, agriculture, fisheries, and population
problems should be included: public and
private; business and voluntary agency; pro-
duction, processing, transportation, industry,
commerce; education; finance; and the mass
medla.

(c) Bhift the present emphasis In TU.S.
domestic farm policy from one of restriction
and surplus disposal, to one of utilization
of agriculture productive capacity, increas-
Ingly directed toward world nutritional
needs.

(d) In recognition of the necessity of
family planning as an integral part of the
present paradoxical situation, increase sup-
port of governmental and private programs
in this fleld, utilizing new means that now
exist, which from the point of view of tech-
nology and cost, may provide the opportunity
of checking the population growth,

(e) Expand international programs in ag-
ricultural production, extension services,
food processing and distribution, as well as
in general education. There is need to ex-
pand training facilities at home and abroad,
and to adapt more of our courses in higher
institutions to the needs abroad, not only
for the tralning of the experts, but for young
people of the United States interested in
service abroad, both in governmental pro-
grams llke the Peace Corps, and also under
nongovernmental auspices including reli-
glous agencies.

(f) Strengthen U.S. support of the UN.
Food and Agriculture Organization, the UN.
Population Commission and other related in-
ternational agencles in fulfillment of the ob-
jectives of the currently proclaimed Interna-
tional Cooperation Year, the World Food
Congress of 1963, and other related efforts.
Support In a much more substantial and
significant way the renewed campaign for
freedom from hunger being carried out
through FAO through 1970. The world food
program, started in 1963 for a 3-year trial,
should be continued and expanded very
greatly if it is to make a major contribution
toward meeting world hunger needs. We
urge that UNFAO develop further its role
as a central clearinghouse of information as
to world nutritional needs and plans and
progress toward meeting them,

(g) Revise basic legislation, including
Public Law 480, to authorize the provision
of more food of more varied character for
an adequate dlet for those who do not have
enough now, to stimulate agricultural pro-
duction, including the conservation and de-
velopment of fisheries, everywhere for the
longer run and to relate these objectives to
the broad considerations of economic devel-
opment and trade policy. Provisions should
be made to enable trained personnel in Gov-
ernment service to serve abroad under na-
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tional and international auspices for pro-
longed periods of time, without losing thefir
seniority pension rights or other benefits.

(h) As the first step toward U.S. particl-
pation in such integrated action on a world
scale, convoke a preliminary consultation in
Washington, also of governmental and non-
governmental representatives from as many
related fields as possible, to prepare for con-
sideration at the international conference,
outlines of requirements and resources, with
particular reference to U.S. capabilities, U.S.
agricultural policy in relation to world needs,
and consideration of Public Law 480.

(1) Should Iinternational agreement lag
unduly, proceed with whatever action may be
feasible on these matters, in the conviction
that the needs of the hungry are so urgent
as not to permit delay, and that others will
come to a similar conviction as the situation
deteriorates.

2. With respect to the churches,
council:

(a) Authorizes its president, in company
with other council and church leaders, to
present these proposals to the President and
the Congress.

(b) Calls upon its member churches and
their full constituency, lay and eclerical, to
support these proposals by letters to the
Presldent and the Congress, and by other
means, and to review their overseas activities
to the end of increasing, to the greatest ex-
tent practicable, efforts to help meet world
hunger,

(c) Urges the members of the churches to
volunteer and give of themselves in prep-
aration and service for the manifold tasks
involved in eliminating hunger with a sense
of Christian commitment in fulfilling one
of the moral obligations laid upon the
Christian community today.

(d) Requests the World Council of
Churches similarly to call upon its member
churches to urge their governments to par-
ticipate in this initiative, and to take all
practicable actions in their own church pro-
grams to share in the enterprise.

(e) Urges the Division of Overseas Min-
istries to press on with its analysis of U.S.
church programs abroad with the view of
making recommendations as to how the
churches may, more effectively and more
ecumenically, play their proper role in meet-
ing the needs of the hungry.

(f) Authorizes the Division of Overseas
Ministries to enter into consultation and ne-
gotiation with representatives of the Roman
Catholic Church, for the purpose of more
effective and ecumenical Christian relief,
welfare, and service activities throughout the
world, including joint operations where ap-
propriate, In this connection, close coor-
dination should be maintained with the
World Council of Churches in Its ecurrent
discussions with representatives of the Vati-
can on these and related matters. Appro-
priate coordination with churches not mem-
bers of the National Council and with Jewish
and other voluntary agencies, is also en-

couraged. : ;
Appendiz I

Relevant NCCCUSA Policy Background

1. General board action of June 4, 1958,
“Ethical Goals for Agricultural Policy.”

2. General assembly action of December 9,
1960, “Ethical Issues in the International
Age of Agriculture.”

3. World Council of Churches Central Com-~
mittee action in 1960 to support the Freedom
From Hunger campalgn.

4. General Board action of February 23,
1961, “Responsible Parenthood.”

5. Action of the general board, Des Moines,
December 3, 1964:

“That the general board request the di-
vision of overseas ministries in cooperation
with other units of the council to study the
problem of hunger with the intent of bring-

the
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ing to the Natlonal Council of Churches at
an early date a report with recommendations
as to how the ehurches in cooperation with
government and other agencles may more
adequately and ecumenically participate in
the critical task of meeting the needs of the
hungry people of the world.”

6. Action of the DOM Program Board,
February 12, 1965:

*“The program board, having recelved the
request of the general board in December
concerning a report on world hunger and
Christian responsibility, and a preliminary
report and accompanying proposals from the
staff, asks that these now be redrafted in
the light of discussion, that an interim re-
port be made to the general board in Port-
land, and authorized the executive commit-
tee of the program board to prepare a report
and recommendations for the general board
for action in June.”

7. Actlon of the general board, February

“That the board receive the progress re-
port of the DOM (on world hunger) and that
the general board express its urgent request
that the subject of ‘The Churches and World
Hunger’ be presented again to the June 1965
meeting of the board with proposals for
specific action by the board at that time,
with the understanding that present policy
of the council authorizes appropriate action
to be taken by the division of overseas min-
istries and other units of the council in the
intervening period.”

8. Action of the DOM Executive Commit-
tee, March 12, 1965:

“That the executive committee approves
in principle the resolution on ‘world hunger'
and requests all members to make comments
with regard to it, to be put into the hands of
Mr. Farley. Staff 1s authorized to make a
second draft, to be reviewed by a small com-
mittee, and the final draft then to be sent to
the general board for its June meeting.”

Appendiz II

A Selected Bibllography on World Hunger

1. James Norris statement in Vatican
Council IT.

2, Declaration of the World Feod Con-
gress, 1963.

3. Address by Mr. B. R. Sen, director gen-
eral of the FAO, to the plenary session of
the 38th International Eucharistic Congress,
Bombay, India, December 1964, and to the
UN. Population Commission, New ¥York,
March 24, 1965.

4. Edward Rogers, "“Poverty on a Small
Planet,” the MacMillan Co,, N.Y., 1965.

5. “Are We Our Brother's Keeper,” by
Barbara Ward in “Christanity and Crisis,”
P. 8, vol. xxv. No. 1, February 8, 1965.

6. The Visser't Hooft statement before
the WCC Central Committee at Enugu, Ni-
geria, January 1965:

“In our times the basic problem of over-
coming hunger or poverty and of social jus-
tice has become the issue which dominates
all other issues and on the solution of which
the future of mankind depends.”

7. The “Commonweal,” November 13, 1964,
issue, on “World Poverty and the Christian.”

8. The Friends Committee for National
Legislation *“Washington Newsletter”, No-
vember 1964.

9, Vatican Council II, “De Ecclesia.”

10. "Closing the Hunger Gap,” page 86,
The New Republic, January 30, 1865.

11. Jonathan Garst, “No Need for Hunger."

12. Ira Moomaw, “To Hunger No More,"
New York, Friendship Press, 1963.

13. Senator GeorGE MCGOVERN,
Against Want,” New York, Walker, 1064.

14. Paul and Willilam Paddock, “Hungry
Nations,"” 1964.

15. Walter Lippmann, “The Great Revolu-
tion,” lecture at U.N. for International Co-
operation Year, March 1, 1965.

“War
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SPECIAL INDEMNITY INSURANCE
FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES SERVING IN COMBAT
ZONES

Mr., COOPER. Mr. President, I am
introducing a bhill which will provide
insurance protection without cost to
members of the Armed Forces serving
in a combat zone outside the United
States, the geographical limitations of
such area being prescribed by Presiden-
tial proclamation.

In order that there will be no delay in
granting insurance benefits to U.S.
forces in combat zones, section H of this
bill I am introducing will give to the
President the authority to determine
those combat zones in which units of the
U.S. Armed Forces are engaged.

I am introducing this bill specifically
to provide protection to the dependents
of members of our Armed Forces en-
gaged in operations in Vietnam, in south-
east Asia, and in the Dominican Repub-
lic. These men, and some women, are
engaged in fighting, defending against
aggression, which the Congress of the
United States, has by resolutions de-
clared necessary to our national security.
Relatively few in number compared to
our population or to the total number
of men in their age category, they are
bearing the burden for all. We owe to
them at least the assurance of some pro-
tection to their dependents, an assurance
provided to those who fought in other

WArS.

I hope that the committee will act
upon the bill and that it will be speedily
enacted by the Congress.

I ask that the bill lie on the desk until
Wednesday, June 23, for additional
SPONSOrs.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
will be held at the desk, as requested by
the Senator from Kentucky.

The bill (S.2158) to amend title 38,
United States Code, in order to provide
special indemnity insurance for members
of the Armed Forees serving in combat
zones, introduced by Mr. CoOPER, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1966 —AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 281

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I sub-
mit, for appropriate reference, an
amendment to HR. 6453 providing ap-
propriations for the District of Colum-
bia. The amendment would restore to
the budget of the District of Columbia
funds to provide aid to the dependent
children of unemployed parents.

The problems faced by the needy fami-
lies who would be assisted by this legisla-
tion have nowhere been better expressed
than in the article which appeared in
this morning’s Washington Post, entitled
“Nightmarish Scramble for Food, Shel-
ter, Described by Needy Families.” I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
entered in the REcorp at this point.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
lie on the table; and, without objection,
the article will be printed in the REcorb.

The article presented by Mr. RIBICOFF
is as foliows:

[From the Washington Post, June 17, 1965]
NiGHTMARISH SCRAMBLE DESCRIBED BY NEEDY
(By Dorothy Gilliam)

Needy families ineligible for Washington
welfare ald because an unemployed parent is
in the home, describe their lives as a night-
marish scramble for food, shelter and money.

Some wives tell how they escape by en-
couraging thelr husbands to desert the fam-
ily, thus making sure the children will have
bread and a roof.

Others tell why they prefer to remain in
the vise together although it often means
getting “set out” (evicted) or “putting the
children away" (sending them to Junior Vil-
lage).

The Welfare Department estimated that
families involving 5,200 people would quali-
fy next year If Washington took part in the
Federal program of welfare aid to children
of jobless parents.

Under current District relief rules, children
are ineligible for assistance if there iz an
able-bodied man living in either a husband
or father relationship, whether or not he has
a job.

The push to include the controversial pro-
gram has been sparked for several years by
groups such as the citizens’ committee on
the public welfare crisis, and more recently
by the coalition of conscience.

The Senate District Approprlations Sub-
committee voted Monday to Include the bill,
but the full Appropriations Committee yes-
terday defeated it by a 16-to-12 vote, a vic-
tory for Subcommittee Chalrman, RoBerT C.
Byrp, Democrat, of West Virginila, avowed
foe of the bill.

He maintains that the District unem-
ployment rate is too low to justify the pro-
gram, among other objections. Its fate is
now up to the Senate.

Meanwhile yesterday, the Senate District
Committee approved legislation providing
help to famlilies if the head of the house-
hold is actively seeking a job or is in a jJob
tralning program, a bill introduced by Sen-
ator AsrRaHAM RiIBICOFF, Democrat, of Con-
necticut.

A 21-year-old mother of three who lives in
central Northwest told how her husband, 29,
can work at his trade as a cement finisher
only during good weather and how they
must depend on gratulties of private soclal
agencies during winter.

“One winter we had to separate so we
could get some help,” she sald. “You know
that was bad, but he couldn't find no work,
and we had to do something.”

“When he works he takes good care of us,
and we get along real well,” she said. .

“It upsets him when he can't take care of
us,” she continued, stopping to quiet her
3-year-old son. “He mopes around and says
if he would do such and such in the summer
things would be better.”

‘When he works, her husband brings home
about $90 a week. Rent is $80 a month.
They have tried to save during the spring
and summer, she said. But there were ma-
jor illnesses, including a $500 bill for her
2-year-old daughter (who is anemie), and
she 1is expecting her fourth child next
month,

A 34-year-old Southwest mother of 10
whose husband works sporadically because
he is 111, related her difficulty in getting
help when he was seriously sick at home
recently.

‘“Welfare gave me three checks when he
was in the hospital last year,” she said.
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“But since he's been sick at home they said
they couldn't help me. I also couldn't get
surplus food.

“Right now I'm worried sick, because
we're ‘'way behind in the rent (they live In a
public housing project) they told me they
were golng to set us out.”

The man, 41, who suffers from a severe
stomach ailment, can work only sporadically
at his job as a porter, where he earns $82.50
a week, before deductions,

“We've borrowed so much from the credit
union where he works just to keep up the
rent and eat he never brings home more than
$60 or s0,” she sald.

“Right now we're living mainly on beans
and cabbage. I can't buy no meat.”

A 23-year-old mother of five children un-
der 4 told how her then jobless 24-year-old
husband was jalled several months ago for
housebreaking. “He couldn’t get a job so
he stole things and sold them and gave us
money so we could eat. I knew it was wrong
but I was tired of seeing my children suffer.”

“He was In and out of work until both of
us just got to the breaking point. Finally
he up and left and I applied for publlc as-
sistance.”

Later, he returned, still out of work and
the family was cut off from assistance while
he was looking for a job.

“I'm not putting all the blame on other
people,” she sald. “He didn't face up
enough to his responsibility. But I believe
work is his biggest problem.”

“All he talks about now is getting a job,
getting settled down. I guess he realized he
has hurt me a lot and the children. He is
crazy about them. Right now we are on
assistance but when he gets out in August
we'll be cut off agaln and if he ecan't get
work right away, I don't know what will hap-
pen.”

A 33-year-old father of nine children, who
can't read enough to decipher street ad-
dresses, described to Family and Child Serv-
ices of Washington how his handicap pre-
vents his holding a job. He is enrolled in an
adult literacy course.

A caseworker said he cannot find a Job as
a floor finisher, his only skill, because he is a
Negro. So he takes odd jobs that don't pay
enough to support his family.

Sald the worker, “this family has interior
strengths of love, good standards, no delin-
quency or marital problems. If the city had
& welfare program where he could be trained
for work and placed, while his family re-
celved assistance, they could maintain the
kind of stable home which they have man-
aged to do under the most adverse circum-
stances,

Mr. RIBICOFF subsequently said:

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the names of Senators MoORSE,
T¥pINGS, PROXMIRE, McINTYRE, and KEN-
NEDY of New York, be added as cospon-
sors of amendment No. 281, submitted
by me today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
19656—AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2B2 AND 283

Mr. PELL submitted two amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H.R. 6675) to provide a hospital
insurance program for the aged under
the SBocial Security Act with a supple-
mentary health benefits program and an
expanded program of medical assistance,
to increase benefits under the old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance sys-
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tem, to improve the Federal-State public
assistance programs, and for other pur-
poses, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance and ordered to be
printed.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN
HIGH-SPEED GROUND TRANS-
PORTATION—ADDITIONAL CO-
SPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] be added as a cosponsor of the
bill (S. 1588) to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to undertake research and
development in high-speed ground trans-
portation, and for other purposes, at the
next printing of that measure.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

Mr., McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLrLiams] be added
as a sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution
85, the resolution I introduced on May 24
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution relative to equal rights for men
and women, and that his name be listed
as one of the sponsors at the next print-
ing of the resolution.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

JEFFERSON NATIONAL EXPANSION
MEMORIAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 308.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be stated by title.

The LecistaTiveé CrLEr. A bill (S.
1576) to amend the act of May 17, 1954
(68 Stat. 98), as amended, providing for
the construction of the Jefferson Na-
tional Expansion Memorial at the site of
the old St. Louis, Mo., and for other pur-

poses.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 320), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

The purpose of the bill is to provide for an
increase in the appropriation authorization
from $17,250,000 to $23,250,000 for the com-
pletion of the construction of the Jefferson
National Expansion Memorial,

HISTORY

On June 15, 1934, the Congress established
the U.S. Territorial Expansion Memorial
Commission, to formulate plans for designing
and constructing a permanent memorial to
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the westward expansion of the Nation. Ac-
tual clearing of the site of old St. Louis began
in 1935 with a Federal appropriation of $6,~
750,000 and $2,250,000 contributed on a 8-to-
1 matching basis by the city of St. Louis.

The concept of westward expansion, the
Loulsiana Purchase, and all it meant to the
growth of America and development of our
Nation inte the great country it is today
required a memorial design suitable to the
ocecasion. In 1947, the Commission chose
such a design—a museum, grand center steps,
and visitor center design of Architect Eero
Saarinen, dominated by a 630-foot-high
stainless steel gateway arch facing the Mis-
sissippl River.

By the act of 1954, Congress authorized
appropriations for the construction of the
memorial. By this and subsequent actions,
Congress has authorized and appropriated
$17,250,000 in Federal funds for the project,
stipulating that expenditures be made on the
basis of 3 Federal dollars for every 1 non-
Federal (city of St. Louls and other sources)
dollar made avalilable.

In order to complete the project a further
expenditure of about $8 million is needed on
the same cost-sharing basis. The city of St.
Louls has assured the Park Service of its
intent to continue to participate in gharing
the cost of completion.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is open to amendment. If there be
no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 1576) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Act
of May 17, 1954 (68 Stat. 98), entitled “An
Act to provide for the construction of the
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial at the
site of old Saint Louis, Missourl, in general
accordance with the plan approved by the
United States Territorial Expansion Memorial
Commission, and for other purposes,” as
amended by the Act of September 6, 1958
(72 Stat. 1794), is hereby further amended
by striking the figure $17,250,000" from sec-
tion 4 thereof and inserting in Heu thereof
the figure “$23,250,000."

ASSATEAGUE ISLAND NATIONAL
SEASHORE, MD. AND VA.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 319, Senate bill 20.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
bill will be stated by title.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 20)
to provide for the establishment of the
Assateague Island National Seashore in
the States of Maryland and Virginia, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend-
ments on page 2, line 7, after “NS-AI-
T71004,”, to insert “November 1964",”;
on page 3, line 10, after the word “Sec-
retary”, to strike out “not required for
other Federal purposes”; on page 4, line
12, after the word “owner.”, to strike out
“The term ‘improved property’ as used
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in this Act shall mean any single family
residence the construction of which was
begun before January 1, 1963, and such
amount of land, not in excess of three
acres, on which the building is situated as
the Secretary considers reasonably nec-
essary to the noncommercial residential
use of the building: Provided, That the
Secretary may exclude from improved
properties any marsh, beach, or waters,
together with so much of the land ad-
joining such marsh, beach, or waters as
he deems necessary for public access
thereto” and insert “The term ‘improved
property’ as used in this Act shall mean
(1) any single-family residence the con-
struction of which was begun before Jan-
uary 1, 1963, and such amount of land,
not in excess of three acres, on which the
building is situated as the Secretary con-
siders reasonably necessary to the non-
commercial residential use of the build-
ing, and (2) any property fronting on the
Chincoteague Bay or Sinepuxtent Bay
including the offshore bay islands adja-
cent thereto, that are used chiefly for
hunting and continues in such use and
in the same ownership: Provided that the
Secretary may exclude from improved
properties any marsh, beach, or wafters,
together with so much of the land ad-
Jjoining such marsh, beach, or waters as
he deems necessary for public use or
public access thereto”; on page 8, line
15, after the word “uses”, to insert ““in ac-
cordance”; on page 10, after line 2, to
strike out:

Bec. 9. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

Bec. 9. There are hereby authorized to
construct a suitable road on Assateague Is-
land {from the Chincoteague-Assateague
Bridge in the State of Virginia to the existing
public beach and through the Chincoteague
National Wildlife Refuge to connect with the
Bandy Point-Assateague Bridge in the State
of Maryland.

And after line 11, to insert a new sec-
tion, as follows:

Bec. 10. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated the sums of not more than
$16,250,000 for the acquisition of lands and
interests in lands ard not more than #7,-
765,000 for the development of the area au-
thorized under this Act.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purpose of protecting and developing As-
sateague Island in the States of Maryland
and Virginia and certaln adjacent waters
and small marsh islands for public outdoor
recreation and use and enjoyment, the As-
sateague Island National Seashore (herein-
after referred tn as the *“seashore”) shall
be established and administered in accord-
ance with the provisions of this Act. The
seashore shall comprise the area within
Assateague Island and the small marsh is-
lands adjacent thereto, together with the
adjacent water areas not more than one-half
mile beyond the mean high waterline of the
land portions as generally depicted on a map
identifled as ‘“Proposed Assateague Island
National Seashore, Boundary Map, NS-AI-
T100A, November 1964”, which map shall be
on file and available for public inspection
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in the offices of the Department of the In-
terior.

Sec. 2. (a) Within the boundaries of the
seashore, the Secretary of the Interior (here-
Inafter referred to as the ‘‘Secretary”) 1Iis
authorized to acquire lands, waters, and
other property, or any interest therein, by
donation, purchase with donated or ap-
propriated funds, exchange, or by such other
method as he may find to be in the public
interest. The Secretary is authorized to
acquire, by any of the above methods, not
to exceed ten acres of land or Iinterests
therein on the mainland for an administra-
tive site. In the case of acquisition by ne-
gotiated purchase, the property owners shall
be pald the fair market value by the Sec-
retary. Any property of interests therein
owned by the States of Maryland or Virginia
shall be acquired only with the concurrence
of such owner. Notwithstanding any other
provision of the law, any Federal property
located within the boundaries of the sea-
shore and not more than ten acres of Fed-
eral property on the mainland may, with
the concurrence of the agency having cus-
tody thereof, be transferred without con-
sideration to the administrative jurisdiction
of the Secretary for purposes of the sea-
shore.

(b) When acquiring lands by exchange,
the Secretary may accept title to any non-
Federal property within the boundaries of
the seashore and to not more than ten acres
of non-Federal property on the mainland,
and convey to the grantor of such property
and federally owned property under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary which he
classifies as sultable for exchange or other
disposal. The propertles so exchanged shall
be approximately equal in fair market value,
but the Secretary may accept cash from or
pay cash to the grantor In order to equallze
the values of the properties exchanged.

(c) The Secretary is authorized to acquire
all of the right, title, or Interest of the
Chincoteague-Assateague Bridge and Beach
Authority, a political subdivision of the
State of Virginia, in the bridge constructed
by such authority across the Assateague
Channel, together with all lands or interests
therein, roads, parking lots, bulldings, or
other real or personal property of such au-
thority and to compensate the authority in
such amount as will permit it to meet its
valid outstanding obligations at the time
of such acquisition. Payments by the Sec-
retary shall be on such terms and conditions
as he shall consider to be in the public in-
terest. Any of the aforesaid property out-
slde the boundaries of the national seashore
upon acquisition by the Secretary, shall be
subject to his administration for purposes of
the seashore.

(d) Ovwmers of improved property acquired
by the Secretary may reserve for themselves
and their successors or assigns a right of
use and occupancy of the improved prop-
erty for noncommercial residential purposes
for a term that is not more than twenty-five
years. In such cases, the Secretary shall
pay to the owner of the property the fair
market value thereof less the fair market
value of the right retained by such owner.
The term improved property as used in this
Act shall mean (1) any single-family resi-
dence the construction of which was begun
before January 1, 1063, and such amount of
land, mot in excess of three acres, on which
the bullding is situated as the Secretary con-
siders reasonably necessary to the noncom-
mercial residential use of the bullding, and
(2) any property fronting on the Chinco-
teague Bay or Sinepuxtent Bay including
the offshore bay islands adjacent thereto,
that are used chiefly for hunting and con-
tinues in such use and in the same owner-
sLip: Provided, That the Secretary may ex-
clude from improved propertles any marsh,
beach, or waters, together with so much of
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the land adjoining such marsh, beach, or
waters as he deems necessary for public use
or public access thereto.

Sec. 3. (a) If the bridge from Sandy
Point to Assateague Island is operated by
the State of Maryland as a toll-free facility,
the Secretary is authorized and directed to
compensate sald State In the amount of
two-thirds of the cost of constructing the
bridge, including the cost of bridge ap-
proaches, engineering, and all other related
costs, but the total amount of such com-
pensation shall be not more than $1,000,000;
and he is authorized to enter into agreements
with the State of Maryland relating to the use
and management of the bridge.

(b) The State of Maryland shall have the
right to acquire or lease from the United
States such land or interest therein on the
island north of the area now used as a State
park as the State may from time to time de-
termine to be needed for State park pur-
poses; and the Secretary is authorized and
directed to convey or lease such land or in-
terest therein to the State for such purposes
upon terms and conditions which he deems
will assure its public use in harmony with
the purposes of this Act. In the event any
of such terms and conditions are not com-
plied with, all the property, or any portion
thereof, shall, at the option of the Secretary,
revert to the United States in its then exist-
ing condition. Any lease hereunder shall be
for such consideration as the BSecretary
deems equitable; and any conveyance of title
to land hereunder may be made only upon
payment by the State of such amounts of
money as were expended by the United States
to acquire such land, or interest therein, and
upon payment of such amounts as will reim-
burse the United States for the cost of any
improvements placed thereon by the United
States, including the cost to it of beach
protection: Provided, That reimbursement
for beach protection shall not exceed 30 per
centum, as determined by the Secretary, of
the total cost to the United States of such
protection work.

SEec. 4. When the Secretary determines that
land, water areas, or interests therein within
the area generally depicted on the map
referred to In sectlon 1 are owned or
have been acquired by the United States in
sufficlent quantities to provide an adminis-
trable unit, he shall declare the establish-
ment of the Assateague Island National Sea-
shore by publication of notice thereof in the
Federal Register. Such notice shall contain
a refined description or map of the bound-
arles of the seashore as the Secretary may
find desirable, and the exterior boundaries
shall encompass an area as nearly as prac-
ticable identical to the area described in sec-
tion 1 of this Act.

Sec. 5. The Secretary shall permit hunting
and fishing on land and waters under his
control within the seashore in accordance
with the appropriate State laws, to the ex-
tent applicable, except that the Secretary
may designate zones where, and establish
periods when, no hunting or fishing shall be
permitted for reasons of public safety, ad-
ministration, fish or wildlife management,
or public use and enjoyment: Provided, That
nothing In this Act shall limit or interfere
with the authority of the States to permit
or to regulate shellfishing in any waters in-
cluded in the national seashore. Except In
emergencies, any regulations of the Secre-
tary pursuant to this section shall be put
into effect only after consultation with the
appropriate State agency responsible for
hunting and fishing activities. The provi-
slons of this section shall not apply to the
Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge.

Sec. 6. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b) of this section, the Secretary shall
administer the Assateague Island National
Seashore for general purposes of public out-
door recreation, including conservation of
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natural features contributing to public en-
Joyment. In the administration of the sea-
shore and the administrative site the Secre-
tary may utilize such statutory authorlities
relating to areas administered and super-
vised by the Secretary through the National
Park Service and such statutory authority
otherwise avallable to him for the conserva-
tion and management of natural resources
as he deems appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, land and waters in the Chinco-
teague National Wildlife Refuge, which are
a part of the seashore, shall be administered
for refuge purposes under laws and regula-
tions applicable to national wildlife refuges,
including administration for public recrea-
tlon uses In accordance with the provisions
gf the Act of September 28, 1962 (76 Stat.

53) .

Sec. 7. (a) In order that sultable overnight
and other public accommodations on As-
sateague Island will be provided for visitors
to the seashore, the Secretary is authorized
to select and set aside not to exceed six
hundred acres having a sultable elevation
in the area south of the island terminus of
the bridge constructed by the State of Mary-
land, and to provide such land fill within
the area selected as he deems necessary to
permit and protect permanent construction
work thereon.

(b) Within the area designated under sub-
section (a) the Secretary shall permit the
construction by private persons.of suitable
overnight and other public accommodations
for visitors to the seashore, under such terms
and conditions as he deems necessary in the
public interest. Such terms and conditions
shall include, but not be limited to, the right
of the to approve all plans for the
facllity and to impose restrictlons on the use
thereof.

(c) The site of any facillty constructed
under authority of this section shall remain
the property of the United States; however,
each such privately owned overnight or other
accommodation facility shall be subject to
taxation by the State and the political sub-
divisions thereof In which such facility is
located.

{(d) The Secretary shall make such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to carry
out this section.

(e) Nothing in this section shall be deemed
to restrict or limit any other authority of
the Secretary relating to the administration
of the seashore.

Sec. 8. The Secretary of the Interlior and
the Secretary of the Army shall cooperate in
the study and formulation of plans for heach
erosion control and hurricane protection of
the seashore; and any such protective works
that are undertaken by the Chilef of Engi-
neers, Department of the Army, shall be car-
ried out in accordance with a plan that is
acceptable to the Secretary of the Interlor
and is consistent with the purposes of this
Act.
SEec. 9. The Secretary of the Interior shall
construct a suitable road on Assateague
Island from the Chincoteague-Assateague
Bridge in the State of Virginia to the exlsting
public beach and through the Chincoteague
National Wildlife Refuge to connect with the
Bandy Point-Assateague Bridge In the State
of Maryland.

SEec. 10. There are hereby auhorized to be
appropriated the sums of not more than
$16,250,000 for the acquisition of lands and
interests in lands and not more than §T,-
765,000 for the development of the area au-
thorlzed under this Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be considered en bloe.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the amendments are con-
sidered and agreed to en bloe.
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Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 331), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

The proposed Assateague Island National
Beashore contains 39,630 acres, consisting of
19,096 acres of land and 20,634 acres of water
or submerged lands. Approximately 9,463
acres of the land on the island is in Federal
ownership, 922 acres in State ownership, and
8,721 in private ownership.

The present state of development on Assa-
teague Island, proceeding from mnorth to
south, is as follows:

The northern 6 miles of the island consist
of two large tracts, one of which has been
subdivided and another containing a private
lodge, dwelling and boathouse, a dock and
lesser structures. Otherwise, the northern
6 miles is devoid of improvements.

Next, the newly acquired Maryland State
park lands comprise 692 acres and occupy
about 2 miles of ocean shoreline. The State
park area has a few temporary facilities and
is accessible by a newly constructed bridge
from Sandy Point to the island.

The next 14 miles of the island, from the
State park to the Maryland-Virginia State
line, contain a subdivision of 5,850 lots now
owned by an estimated 3,200 individuals, plus
several other privately owned tracts. There
are 16 summer cottages, 17 gun clubs, and
a few other structures in this area. This
stretch also includes 418 acres of the Chin-
coteague National Wildlife Refuge.

The major portion of the refuge, author-
ized in 1943 and administered by the Bureau
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, occupies the
southern third of Assateague Island. It is
about 13 miles in length and contains 9,030
acres more in Virginia. Until recently the
development of the refuge was confined prin-
cipally to impoundments for feeding, resting,
and nesting of migratory waterfowl. In
1962, a toll bridge constructed by the
Chincoteague-Assateague Bridge & Beach
Authority was opened to the public. The
authority leases from the Bureau of Sport
Pisheries and Wildlife 4 miles of the island,
including the “hook.” It is being developed
as a day use recreation area. A restaurant,
a bathhouse, restrooms, and a parking area
have recently been built here. An active
Coast Guard station is located in the south-
ern hook.

The preliminary development plans for
the proposed national seashore, from north
to south, are as follows:

1. Inlet jetty area: This area, located ad-
jacent to the Ocean City inlet, would pro-
vide facilities for surf and jetty fishing and
for picnicking. Access would be by foot
trails or by boat.

2. Maryland State park: The State would
develop, maintain, and administer this park
as an Intensive use area. It has already
developed temporary facilities for camping
and bathing and intends to build several
bathhouses, beach facilities, pienicking and
camping facilities, a restaurant, a marina,
riding stables, and other recreation facilities.

3. Concession area: This proposed develop-
ment would be immediately south of the
State park and would contain about 600
acres of land and a mile and a half of ocean
beach frontage. The land would be owned
by the United States but the buildings and
other facilities would be provided by private
capital and operated under a concession con-
tract with the Federal Government.

4. SBinepuxent Neck area: The Department
proposes to acquire a 10-acre area on the
mainland as a site for the seashore’s admin-
istrative headquarters. This would be the
point of first contact and orientation for
most seashore visitors. Developments here
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would include a visltor center, the park
headquarters, and the park residence and
maintenance area.

5. Lumber Marsh area: This would be the
first of the three major recreational areas
to be operated by the National Park Service.
Beach access and facilities for swimming and
picnicking would be provided.

6. Sugar Point area: This area would be
similar to the Lumbér Marsh area, with pro-
vision of beach access and facilities for swim-
ming and picnicking.

7. Green Run Bay area: Planned to be
more completely developed than Lumber
Marsh or Sugar Point, the Green Run Bay
area would provide a visitor contact station,
a marina, swimming facilities, camping and
picnicking facilities, and interpretive trails.

8. Chincoteague National Wildlife Refuge:
The Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife
will develop and operate recreation facilities
in the refuge under existing authority and
the Assateague Island National Seashore leg-
islation. A major development near the
present restaurant and several small beach
shelters along the hook are contemplated.
Interpretive services and a visitor center
would be provided at refuge headquarters
near the bridge.

In summary, the area will consist of 39,630
acres—about an equal amount of land and
water—with over half of the land already
in Federal ownership. The island would pro-
vide 35 miles of excellent ocean beach,
There are 16 summer cottages and a perma-
nent residence on the area. Three major
recreational areas are proposed for develop-
ment in addition to the Maryland State park
development and the concession area which
will be developed by private interests. At
the southerly end of the Chincoteague Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, recreation facilities
will also be developed and operated. The is-
land would be used primarily for swimming,
picnicking, fishing, camping, and marinas,
and overnight accommodations would be
provided. The area would accommodate 3
million wvisitors annually during the initial
stages of development. Land acquisition
costs are estimated at $16,250,000 and devel-
opment costs at $7,765,000.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the
Senate is now considering my bill to
provide for the establishment of the As-
sateague Island National Seashore in

~ the States of Maryland and Virginia.

This bill was carefully considered by
the Subcommittee on Parks and Recrea-
tion of the Senate Interior Committee
under the able leadership of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisrLel. It gained the unanimous
support of that subcommittee after they
made several technical amendments and
included a provision for a road from the
existing bridge in Maryland to the one
in Virginia. The inclusion of this road
was urged by the distinguished junior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTSoN].

Recognizing the urgent need for ac-
tion, the full Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs unanimously
reported S. 20 as amended.

Today is a great day for the many peo-
ple who have been actively engaged in
trying to preserve Assateague Island in
its natural state. It is also a great day
for the millions of people, now and in
the future, who will seek Assateague’s
clean, white beaches to escape from the
daily hustle and bustle of the growing
megalopolis which is rapidly extending
itself from Richmond, Va., to Boston,
Mass.

For the benefit of my distinguished
colleagues, I would like to recap briefly

14009

some of the history of this legislation
before us today.

The purpose of this bill is to provide
for the development of Assateague Island
and certain adjacent waters and small
marsh islands for public outdoor recrea-
tion. It would authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to acquire lands, waters, and
other property, and to administer these
for the general purposes of public out-
door recreation and conservation. The
natural features of the island would be
retained for the benefit of the public.

Assateague Island is a low, narrow, un-
developed barrier reef approximately 32
miles in length, lying parallel to the
coasts of Maryland and Virginia, sepa-
rated from the mainland of these States
by Sinepuxent and Chincoteague Bays.

But Assateague Island is more than
this—it is the largest remaining unde-
veloped seashore between Cape Cod and
Cape Hatteras. It is one of the very few
remaining such areas in this country.
Within a 250-mile radius of Assateague
is to be found one-fifth of the popula-
tion of the United States—about 33%%
million people. Almost one-fourth of
this number live within a 3-hour drive of
the island.

Thus, Assateague Island represents one
of our last opportunities to acquire a siz-
able seashore for public benefit.

Mr. President, these are the simple
geographic facts which motivated my in-
troduction of this legislation. There are,
however, additional factors which in-
fluenced my decision on this matter.

For almost three decades, the outstand-
ing recreational values of Assateague Is-
land have been recognized. A 1935 sur-
vey of the National Park Service included
Assateague as one of the 12 areas along
the Atlantic coast to be preserved for
public use and enjoyment. In 1943, the
Virginia portion of the island was ac-
quired by the Federal Government, and
established as the Chincoteague National
Wildlife Refuge.

In 1955, the National Park Service
made a restudy of the Atlantic coast, but
made no recommendations with respect
to Assateague Island because, at that
time, the 14 miles of the island immedi-
ately north of the Virginia line were be-
ing extensively subdivided by private de-
velopers, and it appeared that the oppor-
tunity to preserve the natural and
untapped recreational resources of the
island for the public had been lost.

In 1961, the Maryland General As-
sembly authorized the State roads com-
mission to construet a bridge connecting
Assateague Island with the mainland of
Worcester County. The State subse-
quently acquired 640 acres with 2 miles
of ocean frontage for development as a
State park, and declared its intention to
acquire the remaining 7 miles of the
island to the north for similar develop-
ment.

Tidal storms of 1962-63 focused in-
creased atfention on Assateague Island,
and pointed up the urgent need for beach
front stabilization and other protective
work if the barrier reef was to be pre-
served in any form for development
purposes.

In June of 1962, Maryland Governor
Tawes and Interior Secretary Udall
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agreed to a joint study for purposes of
determining the most feasible future uti-
lization of the superb recreational oppor-
tunities offered by Assateague Island.

The following spring, the newly created
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation published
its report recommending the acquisition
of Assateague Island for public recrea-
tional use. At the same time, contracts
were let and construction began on the
bridge. The cost of the bridge was to be
borne jointly by Worcester County and
the State of Maryland.

Since the filing of the report by the
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, intensive
study of the proposals embodied in this
report, and endorsed by the Secretary of
the Interior, has been carried on by the
appropriate agencies of the State govern-
ment. In addition to these studies, pub-
lic hearings have been held to permit all
interested parties to be heard. Innumer-
able meetings have taken place between
representatives of private property own-
ers on Assateague Island, officials of
Worcester County, State officials, and
representatives of the Department of the
Interior. These meetings have included
several inspections tours of the island
itself.

The Maryland Department of Forests
and Parks, under the able leadership of
its chairman, Mr. S. L. Hammerman,
recommended public development of the
island. Similar recommendations have
been made by the Maryland Economic
Development Commission and the Mary-
land State Department of Planning.
The Maryland Board of Public Works,
the State’s highest authority in this
field, unanimously approved the concept
of public development of Assateague
Island.

That the various State boards, agen-
cies, and officials concurred in their ap-
proval of a plan for Assateague Island
which embodies public development
jointly by the State and the Federal Gov-
ernments is a tribute to their foresight
in these matters.

The studies which I made of the re-
ports issued by the Department of the
Interior, the agencies of the State of
Maryland, and the Worcester County
Commissioners, including the pertinent
engineering analysis, convinced me that
the future of this island demands exclu-
sive public development.

Wise conservation and development of
our natural resources today will return
vast dividends tomorrow. Each failure
to act now is an opportunity lost forever.
The task of preserving our natural re-
sources becomes more acufe each day.
To conserve and preserve what is left,
and to reclaim some of what has been
lost, is an obligation which we owe to
ourselves and to future generations, We
must continually bear in mind that we
are only trustees of a rich and bounteous
heritage found in the natural resources
of our land.

The rapid rate of our population ex-
pansion makes it imperative that we act
now to preserve for the residents of our
cities, our suburbs, and our towns the
recreation areas which will enrich the
lives of their inhabitants.

Many of the challenges in the develop-
ment of adequate recreational facilities
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are best met at the State and local level.
Maryland officials are to be congratu-
lated for their continuing efforts in this
regard—efforts which, in the case of
Assateague Island, have already brought
about the acquisition of parts of
that island for State park purposes, and
the letting of contracts for bridge
construetion.

Only through further public develop-
ment can we hope to preserve what is a
precious possession not only of Worcester
County but of the Nation. Only through
public development will the necessary
Federal funds and techniques be avail-
able for beach stabilization and protec-
tion. Only through public development
can we hope to provide the large metro-
politan area between Philadelphia and
Washington with an unparalleled recrea-
tional opportunity. Only through public
development can Maryland take advan-
tage of the unrivaled publicity and pro-
motional facilities of the Department of
the Interior—facilities which have in-
creased the number of visitors to the
Hatteras National Seashore, with no
nearby metropolitan area, by 500 per-
cent in a period of 10 years; facilities
which can be expected to bring 3 million
visitors & year to the Assateague Na-
tional Seashore by 1975. Only through
public development can we expect to pro-
vide for the greatest economic benefit
to Worcester County and to Maryland
from this, one of its most valuable assets.

A national seashore at Assateague will
serve as a magnet for visifors which will
increase each year. In view of the plans
of the Department of the Interior for
only minimum facilities on the island it-
self, the areas adjacent to the island will
acquire an enormous potential for pri-
vate development and growth., With this
in mind, it is not too early for the citi-
zens and officials of Worcester County,
with the assistance of the State, to begin
the preparation of a master plan for the
development of facilities along the bay
side of the county to service the island.

Mr. President, in conclusion let me
urge the Senate’s favorable action on this
legislation.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President, I am
delighted that S. 20, the bill to establish
the Assateague National Seashore Park,
is before the Senate for final passage.
I would like fo commend my distin-
guished senior colleague, Senator BREw-
ster, for his outstanding leadership in
introducing this bill and effectively shep-
herding it toward final passage.

All Maryland, indeed, the Nation, owes
a debt of gratitude to the distinguished
chairman of the Parks and Recreation
Subcommittee of the Senate Interior
Committee, the Senator from Nevada,
Senator BisLe. I serve under Senator
BisLE on the Senate District Committee
and know of his outstanding abilities as
a chairman and know he is one of the
most effective Members of this body.

Individuals and groups concerned with
recreation and conservation have been
interested in Assateague Island since at
least 1935. The island is a wide, un-
broken beach shelving gradually into the
ocean and with no undertow. It offers
surf fishing, safe swimming, and fine
clamming, The bay side marshes are a
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famous haunt of waterfowl. Assateague
Island ponies, thought to be descended
from stock that escaped from a 16th-
century Spanish galleon, are known to
every person who has read the famous
childhood story, “Misty.”

The island is well situated for develop-
ment as a recreation site. If is almost
equidistant from the great Middle At-
lantic cities of Philadelphia, Wilmington,
Baltimore, Washington, and Norfolk, all
of which lie within a radius of 150 miles.
There is no other national park within
easy driving distance of these great ur-
ban areas.

The time is long since passed, Mr.
President, when our country can fail to
preserve those areas of natural beauty
t.tllat have escaped the bulldozer and the
plow.

For many years the vastness of our
country postponed any consideration of
the preservation of special areas as un-
spoiled wilderness and recreational lands.
During the frontier era Americans could
deal with forest and stream in the most
careless fashion and harm no one.

As the frontier disappeared and the
continental United States became or-
ganized, the Federal Government recog-
nized the importance of public lands. A
century and a half ago it established the
General Land Office to administer a vast
system of forests, parks, and wilderness
areas, almost entirely in the Western
United States.

Local governments soon followed with
long-range planning for land use through
zoning laws, country land-use plans, de-
velopment of greenbelts around grow-
ing cities, withholding of land from
private use for schools, golf courses,
watersheds, airports, and so on.

In the thirties and forties the crises
of depression and war postponed con-
sideration of the need for preservation of
unspoiled wilderness and recreational
areas.

Now in fthe sixties, with mercurial
speed we have become an urban society,
nearly 200 million, with shamefully de-
spoiled water, land and air, with decay-
ing cities and commercial engulfment of
all open areas. America is rapidly be-
coming a place not only unpleasant for
human life, but devoid of space or place
for men to pause, to play, fo contem-
plafe.

This is especially characteristic of the
Eastern United States with its dense
megalopolis stretching from Washington
to Boston. 1

In Assateague Island there is available
an opportunity to preserve for public use
a lovely 33-mile strip of virgin seashore,
the only one of this size remaining along
the entire east coast from Cape Cod to
Cape Hatteras.

I am convinced that passage of S. 20
will enrich my State and our country. I
believe that we should aspire not only to
the Great Society but to a gracious and
beauty-loving society.

I wholeheartedly offer my support for
this bill.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure to present to the Senate 8. 20,
the bill fo provide for the establishment
of the Assateague Island National Sea-
shore.
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The Parks and Recreation Subcommit-
tee, of which I am chairman, as well as
the full Senate Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee were unanimous in re-
porting the bill now before you.

After 4 days of hearings and an in-
spection of the area on the ground, the
members were well acquainted with the
unique value of the island for a recrea-
tion area to serve the millions of people
on the east coast who are in need of such
a facility.

The island, lying both in Maryland and
Virginia, extends for 35 miles along the
Atlantic coastline from Ocean City to
Chincoteague Inlet. Its wide, gentle,
sloping, clean white beach and low dunes
should make a substantial contribution
to those of our citizens who seek outdoor
recreation.

I particularly want to congratulate my
distinguished colleagues, Senator Ros-
ERTSON, of Virginia, and Senators BREw-
sTER and Typings, of Maryland, for the
interest and enthusiasm they have dis-
played in bringing this matter to the at-
tention of the Senate. Without their
very valuable assistance and testimony
this measure would not be here today.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is open to further amendment. If
there is no further amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 20) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the bill was passed
be reconsidered.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BREWSTER subsequently said:
Mr. President, earlier today, the Senate
passed legislation designed to establish a
it?;!orml seashore on Assateague Island,

The Senate action came on a voice vote
1 year, 9 months, and 7 days after the
bill's original introduction in September
1963. Today's vote represents the cul-
mination of years of effort by many of
us to preserve this wild island for our
citizens.

In the effort which we have been mak-
ing, I and my colleagues in the Congress
have had the support of thousands of
Marylanders. We have had the support
of distinguished conservationists and
conservation groups. We have also had
the unswerving support of newspapers,
television, and radio stations who sought
to assist us in the protection of the pub-
lic interest.

Mr. President, I should like to pay
tribute and say “Thank you” to these or-
ganizations for their assistance. Much
of the credit for what has been accom-
plished belongs to them. A fine example
of the support we have enjoyed can be
found in the editorial columns of the
Baltimore Sun during this past week.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two editorials on Assa-
teague which appeared in the Sun be
printed at this point in the Recorb.
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There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Evening Sun]

ASSATEAGUE MOVEMENT

The case for making Assateague a national
seashore park is by now a familiar one in
Maryland. It has been argued again and
again. The fact that the island is the one
remaining natural area of its kind along the
east coast, its proximity to the heavily
populated Baltimore-Washington urban com-
plex, the presence of an already existing wild-
life refuge, the shabby alternative of com-
mercial development of the island—all these
have become almost commonplaces, Except
for a few with a vested interest in private de-
velopment, most Marylanders accept the ar-
guments as valid.

If Assateague is to become a national park,
however, Washington must be convinced as
well. A great step forward was taken when
both the Interior Department and President
Johnson threw their support to national de-
velopment. All that remains is for Congress
to act and welcome movement to that end oc-
curred yesterday with approval by the Sen-
ate Interior Committee's subcommittee on
parks and recreation of the £17 million pro-
posal, The favorable subcommittee report
makes support by the full committee almost
certain. Action by the Senate itself should
come reasonably soon.

TUnless Senate action is followed by speedy
approval in the House, however, the whole
plan could be imperiled. The bridge linking
Assateague to the mainland, opened last year,
has given a large boost to private develop-
ment. If the cost of land to the Federal Gov-
ernment is not to become prohibitively ex-
pensive, Congress will have to act at this
session. Hearings before the House Interior
Committee are scheduled to begin shortly.
The case for a national park on Assateague
remains just as strong as it always was. But
Maryland’s House delegation will have to give
the bill the same strong support that it got
in the Senate from Senators BrREwsTER and
Typmwgs if there are to be no slip-ups. Now
that Congress is moving, the momentum
must be maintained.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, June 4,
1965]

NEXT ON ASSATEAGUE

Now that the bill to make Assateague Is-
land a national seashore has received the
unanimous approval of the Senate Interior
Committee, attention shifts at least for the
moment to the House, where a companion
measure is before the House Interior Com-
mittee headed by Representative AspinvaLL, of
Colorado. The bill in that Chamber did not
get off to the most favorable of starts this
last weekend when Representative AsPINALL
and five other Congressmen toured the island
and were confronted by some Worcester
Countians and other lot owners who oppose
the creation of a public seashore and want
the island to remain open to private building.

A subsequent report has indicated that
Representative Aspinavy, for one, got the im-
pression that the opposition to a national
seashore was greater than it actually is and
that some compromise would be n
The Eastern Shore’s own Rapresentaﬂve
MorToN for his part put the opposition in
the best possible light under the circum-
stances by explaining that the lot owners
had continued to pay taxes year after year,
never knowing for certain whether they
could build on their lots or not, and that
they deserved a prompt, hard-and-fast deci-
slon as to what is to become of the island.

The plight of the lot owners as presented
by Mr. MorToN is a good argument for Mr.
ASPINALL’S committee or a subcommittee
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thereof to start public hearings on the House
bill just as soon as an open date makes it
possible, so that the issue does not drag
through another summer. Once the many
proponents are heard, the limited opposition
can be seen in its proper perspective, which
rules out any need for compromise. But first
there must be an early hearing date. Repre-
sentative MorTON presumably can be counted
on to press for early action, and if other
members of the Maryland delegation are
equally attentive, we might soon have a
House committee vote to match the favorable
committee vote in the Senate,

SOUTHERN NEVADA WATER
PROJECT, NEVADA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 320, Senate bill 32.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
bill will be stated by title.

The LeEcIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 32)
to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to construct, operate, and maintain
the southern Nevada water project, Ne-
vada, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs with amend-
ments on page 2, line 9, after the word
“to”, to strike out “consideration” and
insert “conservation”; and on page 5,
line 1, after “Sec. 7.”, to strike out
“There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any moneys in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
such sums as may be required to carry
out the purposes of this Act.” and insert
“There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for construction of the south-
ern Nevada water project, Nevada, the
sum of $81,003,000 plus or minus such
amounts, if any, as may be justified by
reason of ordinary fluctuations in con-
struction costs as indicated by engineer-
ing cost indexes applicable to the types
of construction involved herein.”; so as
to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized to
construet, operate, and maintain the south-
ern Nevada water project, Nevada, in ac-
cordance with the Federal reclamation laws
(Act of June 17, 1902; 32 Stat. 388, and Acts

The

. amendatory thereof or supplementary there-

to), except as those laws are inconsistent
with this Act, for the prineipal purpose of
delivering water for municipal, Industrial,
and incidental irrigation use. The princi-
pal features of the southern Nevada water
project shall consist of intake facilities,
pumping plants, aqueduct and laterals,

transmission lines, substations, and storage
and regulatory facilities required to provide
water from Lake Mead on the Colorado
River for distribution to munieipalities and
industrial centers within Clark County,
Nevada.

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary shall make ap-
propriate allocations of project costs to mu-
nicipal and industrial water supply and, if
appropriate, to conservation: Provided, That
all operation and maintenance costs for the
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southern Nevada water project shall be allo-
cated to municipal and industrial water sup-
ply. Construction costs of said dam and
reservoir allocated to comservation shall be
nonreimbursable.

(b) Allocations of project costs made to
munieipal and industrial water supply shall
be repayable to the United States under
elther the provisions of the Federal reclama-
tion laws or under the provisions of Water
Supply Act of 1958 (title III of Public Law
85-500, 72 Stat. 319 and Acts amendatory
thereof or supplementary thereto) : Provided,
That, in either case, repayment of costs al-
located to municipal and industrial water
supply shall include interest on the unamor-
tized balance of such allocations at a rate
equal to the average rate (which rate shall
be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury)
pald by the United States on its marketable
long-term securities outstanding on the date
of this Act and adjusted to the nearest one-
eighth of 1 per centum.

(e) If conditions permit Irrigation use of
project water, the Secretary is authorized to
allocate to frrigation, under the provisions
of the Federal reclamation laws, an appro-
priate portion of the project construction
costs allocated to municipal and industrial
water supply.

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary 1s authorized to
enter into the necessary contract, or con-
tracts, with the Colorado River Commission
of Nevada, acting for the State of Nevada,
for the dellvery of water and for repayment
of the relmbursable construction costs, not-
withstanding provisions of section 5 of the
Boulder Canyon Act (45 Stat. 1057).

(b) Construction of the project shall not
be commenced until a suitable contract has
been executed by the Secretary and the Col-
orado River Commission.

(¢) Such contract may be entered Into
without regard to the last sentence of sec-
tion 9, subsection (c¢), of the Reclamation
Project Act of 1939, and may recognize the
relative priorities of municipal, Industrial,
and frrigation uses.

(d) Upon execution of the contract re-
ferred to in section 3(a) above, and upon
completion of construction of the project,
the Secretary shall transfer to sald Colorado
River Commission of Nevada the care, oper-
ation, and mainfenance of the intake, pump-
fng plants, aqueducts, reservoirs, and re-
lated features of the southern Nevada water
project upon the terms and conditions set
out in the sald contract.

(e) When all of the costs allocable to
relmbursable purposes incurred by the
United States on constructing, operating,
and maintaining the project, together with
appropriate interest charges, have been re-
turned to the United States by the Colorado
Rilver Commission of Nevada, sald commis-
slon shall have the permanent right to use
the intake, pumping plants, agqueducts, res-
ervoirs, and related features of the southern
Nevada water supply project in accordance
with said contract.

Sec. 4. Such amount of the costs of con-
struction as are allocated to the furnishing
of a water supply to Nellis Air Force Base
or other defense installations shall be non-
reimbursable.

Bec. 5. Expenditures for the southern Ne-
vada water project may be made without
regard to the soil survey and land classifica-
tion requirements of the Interfor Depart-
ment Appropriation Act of 1954 (43 U.S.C.

Sec. 6. The use of all water diverted for
this from the Colorado River sys-
tem shall be subject to and controlled by
the Colorado River compact, the Boulder

Project Act (45 Stat. 1057; U.S.C.
617t), and the Mexican Water Treaty (Treaty
Series 994) (59 Stat. 1219).

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated for construction of the south-
ern Nevada water project, Nevada, the sum
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of $81,008,000 plus or minus such amounts,
if any, as may be justified by reason of
ordinary fluctuations in construction costs
as indicated by engineering cost indexes ap-
plicable to the types of construction involved
herein.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 332), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF MEASURE

Purpose of 8. 32, which is sponsored hy the
two Senators from Nevada, Benators BIBLE
and CaNNON, is to authorize construction of
a municipal and industrial water supply
project in populous and rapidly developing
Clark County, Nev. contalning more than
half of the State’s population. The citles of
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, and
Boulder City will be served by the facilities
as will Nellis Air Force Base, the Atomic
Energy Commission installation, and the El
Dorado Valley as a whole.

Water for the purposes of S. 32 will come
from nearby Lake Mead, the approximafely
29 million acre-foot reservoir created by
Hoover Dam. The initial stage of the south-
ern Nevada project will divert a maximum of
132,000 acre-feet, with a total net diversion
for all three stages of 262,000 acre-feet. This
amount is well within Nevada's 300,000 acre-
foot entitlement under the decree of the
Supreme Court of the United States in the
Arizona case (Arizona v. California, 376 U.S.
340, 342).

The committee wishes to emphasize the
fact that the water to be allocated to the
southern Nevada water project is in no way
to be deemed to effect or impair other allo-
catlons that may be made from Nevada's
entitlement from the Colorado River; that is,
B. 32 would not preclude allocations that may
be needed for other Nevada projects.

The southern Nevada project will be con-
structed in three stages. The project is
wholly reimbursable, with interest, within a
50-year perlod. The benefit-cost ratio for
the first stage is the favorable one of 1.5 to
1 and, for the project as a whole, 1.6 to 1.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that the amendments be considered
en bloe.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the amendments are con-
sidered and agreed to en bloe.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, we often
hear the word “vital” applied to legisla-
tion passing through this Chamber. In
this instance, the word is particularly
appropriate. It can be applied forcefully
and effectively to the southern Nevada
water supply project which Senate bill 32
will authorize. Not only is the legisla-
tion vital, but it is vital that we con-
tinue to move ahead rapidly with it so
that construction can begin as quickly
as possible.

The southern Nevada water supply
project, in brief, is a pumping and pipe-
line project that will enable Nevada to
benefit from its allotment of Colorado
River water. It will bring this water
from Lake Mead to the cities of Boulder
City, Henderson, Las Vegas, and North
Las Vegas, to Nellis Air Force Base and
the El Dorado Valley for municipal and
industrial use.

I have stressed the word “vital” as ap-
plied to this undertaking because I want
to emphasize the critical water problems
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that are involved. Southern Nevada, the
fastest growing area in one of the fastest
growing States, has relied almost en-
tirely on underground water. The ex-
perts tell us these underground resources
are being rapidly depleted by the de-
mands of inereasing population and in
many instances are nearing exhaustion.

Upon the availability of adequate wa-
ter depends the continued economic
health and future growth of southern
Nevada. The project authorized in this
bill will fill that requirement at least for
the immediate foreseeable future.

The waters drawn from the Colorado
River will come from within the 300,000
acre-feet yearly allocated to Nevada in
the recent Supreme Court ruling in the
case of Arizona against California. To
date, my State has been unable to benefit
from this allocation and use this badly
needed water.

These are factors which underseore
the word ‘“vital” as applied to the south-
ern Nevada water supply project. An-
other factor is time. We have been
working on this legislation since 1959.
However, it was impossible to proceed un-
til the Colorado River water alloecations
were finally adjudicated. This did not
occur until March of 1964. An authori-
zation was favorably reporfed by the Sen-
ate Interior Committee last year but it
did not reach a vote before adjournment.
Meanwhile—and this is difficult to be-
lieve—the population of southern Nevada
within Clark County has continued to
grow at a rate that has doubled the num-
ber of inhabitants just since the 1960
census. So the project is already long
overdue and time is of the essence.

This project has had especially
thorough consideration and was unani-
mously reported by the Senate Interior
Committee. It should be noted that the
project has an excellent benefit-cost
ratio of 1.5 to 1 for the initial phase and
1.6 to 1 for the ultimate phase.

The cost of this undertaking—some
$49 million for the initial phase—is com-
pletely reimbursable from revenues de-
rived from the delivery of water to
southern Nevada users, with interest.
The Nevada State Legislature granted
authority 2 years ago to the State’s Colo-
rado River Commission to contract with
the United States for the repayment and
to operate and maintain the project
when it is in service.

This project has full and unhesitating
support from every level of State and
loeal government in my State and also
from all responsible eivic and business
groups.

I urge support for this vital project
so that the Congress can complete action
on it as quickly as possible and hasten
the day it can benefit the robust econ-
omy of southern Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I join
my distinguished senior colleague from
Nevada [Mr. Brerel in urging the Sen-
ate to act favorably on passage of S. 32
to authorize the southern Nevada water
supply project.

My colleague has done yeoman's work
in pressing for the enactment of this vital
legislation and has eloquently outlined
the need for the authorization of this
vital project.
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The growth and prosperity of Nevada
and the entire Southwest is irrevocably
tied to adequate water development.
There is no doubt in my mind that the
Congress realizes the critical need to
move and move rapidly to meet the
Nation’s demand for water for the
future.

This was illustrated just yesterday,
Mr. President, when the Senate gave its
wholehearted support to the passage of
S. 24 to greatly increase the commitment
of this Nation to acecelerated research in
the field of desalinization. I feel that a
massive effort to advance desalting tech-
nology, the support of the Congress for
various water development projects such
as the project now before the Senate,
and programs to finance research in
weather modifications will help allevi-
ate the water shortage problems that will
face this Nation in the very near future.

The southern Nevada water supply
project is designed to meet the very
immediate needs of southern Nevada and
on its passage rest the aspirations of an
area of my State in which nearly 50 per-
cent of the population resides.

All costs would be allocated to munici-
pal and industrial water users and would
be reimbursable by the beneficiaries over
a 50-year period. It isimportant to point
out, Mr. President, that the project has a
first-stage benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1,
and a favorable ratio of 1.6 to 1 for the
ultimate phase.

There is a critical water supply prob-
lem in southern Nevada and the southern
Nevada water supply project is vital to
protect and conserve the dwindling
ground water resources of Clark County
and to provide a sure additional supply
of water to serve one of the fastest grow-
ing areas in the United States. In less
than 15 years the population of southern
Nevada has grown from approximately
50,000 to more than a quarter of a mil-
lion, and it is expected that nearly 1 mil-
lion persons will reside in southern
Nevada by the year 2000.

Thousands upon thousands of persons
have invested their lives and fortunes
in southern Nevada and they need—and
must have—water if they are to survive
and continue to prosper.

It is important to point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that authorization and construc-
tion of the southern Nevada water sup-
ply project will in no way interfere with
the orderly plans for other water devel-
opment projects in the arid Southwest-
ern States. Financially and fechnically,
the southern Nevada water supply proj-
ect has independence and feasibility.

The project enjoys the support of all
interested parties in the State—the Gov-
ernor, the congressional delegation, and
all muniecipalities and city groups lo-
cated in the area.

The Nevada State Legislature recently
designated the Colorado River Commis-
slon of Nevada as the State agency to
contract with the Federal Government
for the repayment of project costs and
to operate and maintain the project after
construction.

If adequate water supplies are not de-
veloped for southern Nevada in the very
near future, there will be grave damage
to our economy and our underground
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water supplies. Southern Nevada has
reached the point in its development
where the underground artesian basin
can no longer support its population, its
industry, and the large Government in-
stallations which have invested so
heavily in the area.

The Senate Interior Committee recog-
nized the critical need for this project
by acting with speed and vigor and re-
ported the bill with very minor amend-
ments.

The bill enjoys widespread support.
The project is needed; it is timely and
reasonable; and it does not interfere with
the larger plan for the Southwest.

Its passage is absolutely mandatory
for the survival, growth, and prosperity
of the people of southern Nevada and I
ask the support of the Senate in making
the dreams of full water resources for
southern Nevada a reality.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is open to further amendment. If
there be no amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 32) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, was read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

STATE DEPARTMENT ADVICE RELA-
TIVE TO AMERICAN STUDENT IN-
FORMATION SERVICE

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, last
summer, one of my young constituents,
a college student, had an unhappy ex-
perience with a Luxembourg-based or-
ganization known as the American Stu-
dent Information Service. In looking
into her complaint, I obtained infor-
mation which may be helpful to other
American students who may contem-
plate employment of the type which she
obtained last summer in Europe. The
State Department has prepared a form
letter in response to many inquiries it
has received concerning the activities of
ASIS.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
BUREAU OF EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL
mm

Dear ——: Thank you for your recent
wmmunicatlon about the American Student
Information Service (ASIS). The Depart-
ment of State has received numerous in-
quiries concerning the activities of this or-
ganization.

ASIS was established in Luxembourg in
1961 after having operated from Denmark
and, subsequently, Germany. It is a pri-
vate organization with no U.S. Government
connections. To the best of our knowledge,
ASIS is not organized under the laws of any
Amerlcan jurisdiction, although it is our
understanding that the two principal officers
are Americans, Most students traveling to
Eurcpe under ASIS auspices find employ-
ment in countries other than Luxembourg.
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The American Embassy in Luxembourg re-
ports that it has received numerous com=-
plaints about the organization from stu-
dents. On several occasions the Embassy has
tried on the students’ behalf to discuss these
complaints with the directors of ASIS but
has found the iatter to be “totally uncoop-
erative,” In view of this situation, the De-
partment cannot recommend that American
students participate in the ASIS program,

For information on summer employment,
travel, or study programs abroad, you may
wish to write to well-established, nonprofit
agencies such as the Institute of Interna-
tional Education, 800 Second Avenue, New
York, N.Y., 10017, or the Experiment in In-
ternational Living, Putney, Vt. Our informa-
tion indicates, however, that the majority of
tem: job opportunities overseas call for
volunteer service rather than for pald em-
ployment,

We enclose a copy of “Opportunities for
Summer Employment Abroad,” which sug-
gests additional sources that may be helpful.

Sincerely yours,
HucH B. SUTHERLAND,
Director, Public Information and Re-
ports Staff.

SMALL BUSINESS VICTORY

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, Mr.
George J. Burger, vice president of the
National Federation of Independent
Business, issued a statement with refer-
ence to a recent Supreme Court ruling
which is of considerable interest to small
business. I ask unanimous consent that
it may be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

George J. Burger, vice president, National
Pederation of Independent Business, today
hailed the decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court in sustaining the decision of the
Beventh Circult Court of Appeals, Chicago,
Ill., April 24, 1964, in the Federal Trade Com-
mission v. Goodyear-Atlantic Refining case as
a signal victory for small business.

The Court held the Federal Trade Com-
mission has found an agreement between
Atlantic Refining and Goodyear Tire & Rub-
ber Co. under which the former sponsors the
sale of tires, batteries, and products
of the latter to the wholesale outlets and
retail tire service dealers is an unfair method
of competition in violation of the Federal
Trade Act.

This action of the Supreme Court, Burger
stated, will free the Nation's 300,000 inde-
pendent service station operators te purchase
their tire, battery, and accessory products
from suppliers of their own choice on a com-
petitive price-quality basis.

He further advised these rubber company-
oil company tle-in arrangements were first
exposed in Senate Small Business Committes
print No. 8, 1941, on facts presented by Mr.
Burger to the committee,

This June 1 Supreme Court decision may
well be looked upon as one of the most im-
portant actions under the antitrust laws in
& quarter of a century, as it will apply to
small business of this Natlon.

“MORAL NEUTRALISM"” AND THE
WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Typincs in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.
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Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee
made a significant and widely reported
speech in the Senate Wednesday on our
Vietnam policy.

I regret that I was not on the floor at
the time he made the speech.

I did not know that he was planning
to make the statement; otherwise I
would have adjusted my schedule in a
manner that would have permitted my
presence.

I am in wholehearted accord with
many of the points made by the chair-
man in his statement. But there are
portions of his statement which I found
confusing and contradictory and danger-
ous in their implications.

The Senator from Arkansas spoke for
all of us when he said that he was op-
posed to an unconditional American
withdrawal from South Vietnam. He
said:

Such action would betray our obligation
to people we have promised to defend * * *
would weaken or destroy the credibility of
Amerlean guarantees to other countries * * *
and would encourage the view in Pelping and
elsewhere, that guerrilla wars supported
from the outside are a relatively safe and
inexpensive way of expanding Communist
power.

I commend the Senator from this
cogent statement on the consequences
of an unconditional American with-
drawal.

The chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee also performed a distinet
service in reviewing the many efforts
that have been made to persuade Peiping
and Hanoi to come to the conference
table in an effort to terminate the fight-
ing in South Vietnam. He dealt frankly
with the stubborn Communist rejection
of all the approaches that have thus far
been made to them. He stated—and I
am in complete accord with this state-
ment—that, despite the rebuffs we have
suffered, we must be patient and persist-
ent in our efforts to bring about a negoti-
ated settlement.

All this is to the good.

But there are portions of the Senator’s
speech which, as I have already indi-
cated, trouble me deeply because they ap-
pear to contradict the intent of the sev-
eral passages to which I have already
referred.

The Senator from Arkansas, for exam-
ple, said that we encouraged President
Diem “to violate certain provisions of the
Geneva accords of 1954.” And at a later
point in this speech he urged a return to
the Geneva accords, “not just in their
essentials, but in all their specifications.”

I have the distinct impression—and I
‘believe the Senator from Arkansas will
confirm this—that the portion of the
Geneva agreement to which he was re-
ferring above all was that clause which
called for the holding of free nationwide
elections in 1956.

It is completely true that President
Diem refused to go through with nation-
wide elections in 1956, and that we im-
plicitly supported him in the stand he

But he refused to go through with
these elections for the perfectly valid
reason that the Communists had set up
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a totalitarian police state in the northern
part of the country, that there had been
no freedom of press or expression or
political organization north of the 17th
parallel since the control of the area was
surrendered to Ho Chi Minh, and that
the Communists had been guilty of basic
violations of human freedom and of the
spirit of the Geneva accord which made
it senseless to talk about “free nation-
wide elections.”

This is a point that cannot be empha-
sized too much.

By way of establishing the fzacts for
the record, I want to quote from a col-
umn by Max Lerner in the New York
Post on January 24, 1955, written after
an interview with President Diem:

Southern Vietnam will take part in the
meeting to be held in June to discuss prepa-
rations for the 1956 elections.

Bouthern Vietnam, since it protested the
Geneva agreement when it was made, does
not consider itself a party to that agree-
ment, nor bound by it.

In any event, the clauses providing for the
1956 elections are extremely vague. But at
one point they are clear—in stipulating that
the elections are to be free. Everything will
now depend on how free elections are de-
fined. The President said he would wait to
see whether the conditions of freedom would
exist in North Vietnam at the time sched-
uled for the elections. He asked what would
be the good of an impartial counting of votes
if the voting has been preceded in North
Vietnam by a campaign of ruthless propa-
ganda and terrorism on the part of a police
state.

The scope and the degree of the totali-
tarian terror instituted by the Commu-
nist regime in North Vietnam from the
day that it was established in 1954, can
be documented from many sources.
Among other things, they can be docu-
mented from the official Communist
press itself.

Thus, General Vo Nguyen Giap, the
North Vietnamese military commander
and the military genius behind the Viet-
cong insurrection, made a statement, re-
markable in its candor, to the 10th Con-
gress of the Communist Party Central
Committee in October 1956. Let me
quote a few excerpts from General Giap's
statement as it was printed in the official
publication, Nhan Dan, on October 31,
1956:

‘While carrying out their antifeudal task,
our cadres have underestimated or, worse
still, have denied all antiimperialist achieve-
ments, and have separated the land reform
and the revolution. Worse of all, in some
areas they have even made the two mutual-
1y exclusive.

We have failed to realize the necessity of
uniting with the middle-level peasants, and
we should have concluded some form of al-
liance with the rich peasants, whom Wwe
treated in the same manner as the land-
lords.

‘We attacked the landowning families indis-
criminately, according no consideration to
those who had served the revolution and
to those families with sons in the army. We
showed no indulgence toward landlords who
participated in the resistance, treating their
children in the same way as we treated the
children of other landlords.

We made too many deviations and executed
too many honest people. We attacked on too
large a front and, seeing enemies everywhere,
resorted to terror, which became far too wide-
spread.
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‘Whilst carrying out our land reform pro-
gram we falled to respect the principles of
freedom of faith and worship in many areas.

General Giap's admissions take on all
the more significance when it is realized
that the date on which he made the
statement coincides roughly with the date
of the “free nationwide elections” called
for by the Geneva Convention.

I think—I hope—the Senator from
Arkansas would agree that it makes no
sense to talk about free natiorwide elec-
tions in a country that has been cut in
two when one portion of the country has
been governed by a merciless dictatorial
regime for several years.

I think he would agree that such an
election could only be held if certain
basic preconditions were met, including
complete freedom of press and political
organization, in both parts of the coun-
try, for a period of at least 1 year before
the election; and also including a provi-
sion that the elections should be held
under the auspices and control of some
international body like the United Na-
tions.

I hope he does not mean that Diem
erred in not going through with the
elections despite the political terror in
the north, because it is clear as A B C
that such an election could only have re-
sulted in turning over the entire country
to communism.

Let me point out here that at the Ge-
neva Conference of 1954 the U.S. delega~
tion at one point came out for free elec-
tions in North Vietnam under U.N. super-
vision, and that it was partly because of
the rejection of this proposal that the
United States decided against becoming
a signatory to the Geneva accord.

In another portion of his statement the
Senator from Arkansas said:

It may be that the major lesson of this
tragic conflict will be a new appreciation of
the power of nationalism in southeast Asia

and, indeed, in all of the world’s emerging
nations.

And he went on to say that “largely
in consequences of our own errors, the
nationalist movement in Vietnam be-
came associated with and largely sub-
ordinate to the Communist movement.”

To suggest, as this clearly does, that
the Vietcong movement is a nationalist
movement is to completely twist the
the facts.

No one in Vietnam believes the charge
that Americans have now come to their
country in large numbers and are sacri-
ficing their lives in its defense, because
the U.S. plans to impose some kind of
neocolonial regime on South Vietnam,
for the purpose of exploiting its people
and its resources.

On the contrary, the overwhelming
majority of the people of South Vietnam
look upon the Vietcong movement as an
instrument of terror and oppression,
seeking to subjugate them to the new
imperialism of Peiping and Hanoi.

The true nationalists in South Viet-
nam are fighting on the side of the Gov-
ernment. They know that we have in-
tervened at the request of the Govern-
ment, and that our only purpose there
is to help them defend their freedom
against the antinationalist forces of the
Vietcong.
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But the portion of the Senator’s speech
which disturbed me the most was a para-
graph which seemed to blur and confuse
the truly fundamental moral differences
between our side and the Vietcong, be-
tween freedom and communism.

I want to quote this paragraph to the
Senate so that no one will be able to
argue that I have pulled words or sen-
tences out of context in my remarks:

A great natlon—

Said the Senator—

is one which is capable of looking beyond its
own view of the world, of recognizing that,
however convinced it may be of the benefi-
cence of its own role and aims, other nations
may be equally persuaded of their benevo-
lence and good intent. It is a mark of both
greatness and maturity when a nation like
the United States, without abandoning its
convictions and commitments, 1s capable at
the same time of acknowledging that there
may be some merit and even good intent in
the views and aims of its adversaries.

I am for seeking a negotiated settle-
ment to the Vietnam war.

But I do not concede the Senator’s
contention that “there may be some
merit and even good intent in the views
and aims of our adversaries.”

I consider communism to be one of the
most totally evil regimes ever devised by
man for the subjugation of his fellow
man—a regime whose utter amorality
and disregard for human life has perhaps
only been equaled by the Nazi regime in
Germany.

The Fascist regime in prewar Italy
made the trains run on time. But I was
never prepared to concede any merit or
evidence of good intent to the Mussolini
dictatorship because of this accomplish-
ment.

Nor was I ever prepared to concede any
merit or evidence of good intent to the
Nazi regime in Germany because it suc-
ceeded in eliminating unemployment,
building some working-class houses, and
producing a prototype of the modern
Volkswagon.

Despite their purely mechanical ac-
complishments, the Nazi and Fascist re-
gimes were evil in terms of every mean-
ingful criterion. They were evil because
of their total denial of human freedom,
because of their complete disregard for
human life, and because they were com-
mitted from the outset to the course of
aggression. .

In the same way, I believe that com-
munism, whether of the Soviet variety or
the Chinese variety or any other variety,
is evil by any meaningful criterion and
that men of good will, once they have
understood its nature, cannot remain
morally neutral on the issue of Commu-
nist expansion.

I can see no merit in a regime which,
whatever its mechanical or statistical ac-
complishments, has wiped out every
vestige of human freedom, persecuted
all religions alike, and sought to convert
its subjects into brainwashed robots.

I can see no merit in a regime which
has inflicted more suffering and cost
more human life than all the wars of this
century combined.

I can see no merit in a movement
openly committed to the conquest of the
world, which practices expansion through
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subversion, through stealth and through
fraud, and through so-called “wars of
national liberation.”

I can see no merit in a regime whose
terror has since the close of the war pro-
duced a flood of refugees—in Europe, in
Asia and in the Americas—which by now
must number some 15 million.

I can see no merit in a Vietcong move-
ment organized and supported and di-
rected by Hanoi and seeking to impose
its dictatorship by means of a terror that
has, since 1961, resulted in the assas-
sination or kidnaping of more than 35,-
000 South Vietnamese civilians.

The refusal to recognize the funda-
mental moral differences between free-
dom and communism, this moral neu-
trality for lack of a better expression, is
not a new phenomenon. If has existed
in every decade since the Bolshevik Rev-
olution, especially among the intellec-
tuals and in the academic community.

Each generation has apparently been
obliged to pass through its own period of
illusion and disillusionment, of confusion
and enlightenment. Thus, during the
thirties, despite the Stalinist terror and
the several millions who died during
forced collectivization and the mass
purge trials, some of the greatest writers
and noblest spirits of our times were
counted among the “friends of the Soviet
Union.”

One by one, they had to pass through
their own private process of enlighten-
ment, and the private ordeal of breaking
with a thing in which they had believed
profoundly.

To those who have forgotten the his-
tory of this period, I would recommend
that they go back and read a dramatic
book entitled “The God Who Failed,” in
which men of the stature of Arthur
Eosfler and Andre Gide and Ignazio
Silone and Stephen Spender and many
other prominent names in the world of
letters, set forth the personal confessions
of their experiences as “friends of the
Soviet Union.”

But perhaps the most eloquent and
damning confession of all was written
by a Jewish Lith refugee, Dr. Ju-
lius Margolin, who also regarded
himself as a “friend of the Soviet Un-
jon"—until the Soviets occupied his
country and deported scores of thou-
sands of Lithuanians to slave labor camps
in Siberia, and gave Dr. Margolin an
opportunity to see the real Soviet Un=-
ion—and not the phony Soviet Union
that was shown to all the tourists who
visited Moscow during the thirties and
came away enraptured by what they saw
and what they were told.

Dr. Margolin wrote:

TUntil the fall of 1939, I had assumed a
position of benevolent neutrality toward the
USSR. * * * The last 7 years have made
me a convinced and ardent foe of the Soviet
system. I hate this system with all the
strength of my heart and all the power of
my mind. Everything I have seen there has
filled me with horror and disgust which will
last until the end of my days. I feel that
the struggle against this system of slavery,
terrorism, and cruelty which prevails there
constitutes the primary obligation of every
man in the world. Tolerance or support of

such an international shame s not permissi-
ble for people who are on this side of the
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Boviet border and who live under normal con-
ditions. * * *

Milllons of men are perishing in the camps
of the Soviet Union. * * * Since they came
into being, the Soviet camps have swallowed
more people, have executed more victims,
than all the other camps—Hitler's included—
together; and this lethal engine continues
to operate full blast.

And those who in reply only shrug their
shoulders and try to dismiss the issue with

e and less generalities, I con-
slder moral abetters and accomplices of
banditry.

These are cogent words. But, as the
case of Dr. Margolin points up, the trag-
edy is that each new generation of in-
tellectuals appears to be incapable of
learning from the experience of the pre-
ceding generation. Each generation has
its quota of party members and fellow
travelers—and a much greater quota of
moral neutralists who are not supporters
of communism or even friends of the So-
viet Union, but who simply believe that
we must be openminded—both about
the bad points in our own society and
about the good points in Communist
soclety.

So, while we seek a settlement in Viet-
nam, let us be under no illusions about
the nature of the enemy or about the
cost, in terms of human life and human
suffering, as well as in terms of our own
security, if we should fail to hold the line
against Communist expansion in South
Vietnam.

Let us seek an agreement that will put
an end to the fighting. But let us avoid
any agreement where our prineciples are
so compromised and the free Vietnamese
so weakened that a Communist takeover
at an early date is bound to emerge.
Above all, let us avoid the trap of coali-
tion governments, which led to disasters
in all of the central European countries.

Such a solution might provide us with
a formula which saves face for us very
briefly. But on the day that it is realized
that the formula was no more than a
face-saving device, and that it had led,
as it was foreordained to do, to a Com-
munist takeover in South Vietnam “the
credibility of American guarantees to
other countries, would have been de-
stroyed as effectively as an uncondi-
tional withdrawal would destroy it; our
obligation to help the Vietnamese people
defend their freedom would be construed
as a sham; and Peiping could not help
but be convinced that its so-called wars
of national liberation are a relatively
safe and inexpensive way of expanding
Communist power.”

The Senator from Arkansas has said
that the situation demands “major con-
cessions from both sides.” I donotknow
whether he was suggesting the possibil-
ity of a coalition government. I hope he
was not. But certainly his words carry
the implication that we are being too
stiff necked, that we are demanding too
much and offering too little.

I challenge such a contention.

President Johnson has made the Amer-
ican position crystal clear. We seek no
further expansion of the war.

We seek no territories and no bases
and no realm of colonial exploitation.

We seek only the acceptance of one
condition—that Peiping and Hanol call
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off their aggression against the govern-
ment and people of South Vietnam, that
the fighting and killing stop, and that
the South Vietnamese people be per-
mitted to live their lives in peace and
as they see fit.

In return, we have offered to include
North Vietnam within the scope of the
multi-billion-dollar Mekong River devel-
opment program, with the untold bene-
fits that it would bring to all the peo-
ples of southeast Asia.

This, in my opinion, is a wise and
reasonable posture.

Less than this we cannot ask for.
More than this we cannot offer.

In closing, I again want to compli-
ment the Senator from Arkansas on his
forceful presentation of the case against
complete withdrawal from Vietnam.
Whatever criticism I may have made of
certain parts of his statement which I
considered unfortunate in their impli-
cations, I want to emphasize that we
apparently see eye to eye, not only on
the gquestion of immediate withdrawal,
but also on the need for continuing to
seek a peaceful settlement of the war in
Vietnam, despite the obdure which the
Communists have thus far exhibited.

THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the de-
bate in Congress on Vietnam which is
beginning to heat up shows signs of be-
ing the type of constructive, intelligent
criticism that I hope can be useful to the
executive branch.

In view of the comments made yester-
day by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel and the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoserTSoN], and a minute or so ago
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobpnl, I should like to make the follow-
ing six points:

First, in my judgment, we must nego-
tiate with the Vietcong. We shall never
get peace without doing so. The way to
do it is to tell Hanoi that it can bring to
the negotiating table anybody it wants
to, and that we will talk with whomever
they bring. This inevitably will include
representatives of the Vietcong.

Second, I agree with the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CrurcH] that we ought to look toward
bringing the United Nations into the
Vietnamese situation.

Third, the sooner we can get an in-
ternational police force into Vietnam to
maintain a cease fire and help to keep
the peace, the better.

Fourth, I agree with the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr, FuLericHT] that we
should give serious consideration to re-
turning to the 1954 Geneva accords and
try to reinstate them.

Fifth, I agree with the Senator from
Oregon that we cannot wait for Com-
munist China. We must act without
Communist China. She is not an enemy
at the moment. Communist China has
no military commitment in South Viet-
nam.

Sixth, the problem will not be solved
by military measures. It will have to be
done through diplomatic measures,
hopefully with the aid of intermational
institutions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Having said that, I agree with the Sen-
ator from Arkansas that until we can
bring the other side to the negotiating
table, we shall have to stand fast on the
ground. I do not want to escalate the
war. I do no want to see the United
States turn tail and run. I believe that
a sound solution for the problem in Viet-
nam can be found.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at the end of my
remarks a column entitled “Whom We
Support,” written by Walter Lippmann,
and published in the Washington Post
for today, June 17. I am in complete
accord with the position taken by Mr.
Lippmann.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, one fur-
ther item in connection with Vietnam
gives me deep concern. It is an article
entitled “Saigon Orders Profiteers and
Terrorists Executed,” written by Sey-
mour Topping, and published in the New
York Times of June 17. The article
states that the new leadership commit-
tee which is running the South Viet-
namese Government, has stated:

Vietcong terrorists, corrupt officials, specu-
lators, and blackmarketeers would be shot
witﬂout trial if there was tangible proof of
guilt.

In the central marketplace of Saigon,
soldiers erected sandbag emplacements that
would permit firing squads to carry out pub-
lic executions with maximum publicity.

This is Fascist, this is Communist, this
is totalitarian action. I hope that Am-
bassador Taylor and our State Depart-
ment will lodge the strongest possible
protest against this barbaric action by
the South Vietnamese Government and
will indicate that unless it is promptly
changed, we. will withdraw our support.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article to which I have re-
ferred may be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SawgoN ORDERS Pm AND TERRORISTS

(By Seymour Topping)

SaeoN, SouTH VIETNAM, June 16—The
military rulers of South Vietnam imposed
stringent measures on the population today
to enforce discipline and curb war profiteer-
ing. Senior officers of the National Leader-
ship Committee stated that Vietcong terror-
ists, corrupt officials, speculators, and black-
marketeers would be shot without trial if
there was tangible proof of gullt.

In the central marketplace of Salgon,
soldiers erected sandbag emplacements that
would permit firing squads to carry out
public executions with maximum publicity.
Thousands of city residents and peasants
in their conical hats milled about staring
curiously at the sandbag walls.

As work progressed, a terrorist detonated
a 10- to 20-pound explosive charge in the
busy civilian passenger terminal at the Sai-
gon Airport. A U.S. spokesman reported
that 46 persons had been injured, including
34 American servicemen, but none sericusly.

LABOR CAMP TO BE SET UP

Vietnamese officers sald places of execu-
tion would also be set up in other centers
of the country as reminders that the regime
intended to act vigorously. A forced-labor
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camp for persons accused of lesser crimes
against the state is also being opened, on Re
Island, off the coast of Ruangngai Province.

The new measures reflect the feelings ex-
pressed by Maj. Gen. Nguyen Van Thieu,

 chairman of the 10-man leadership commit-

tee, which formally took power Monday, that
a stern revolutionary regime is required to
organize an effective national war eflort
against the Communists.

It was obvious that the measures were
designed also to discourage political dissen-
slon or wavering if the military situation con-
tinues to deteriorate.

The militant Buddhist faction, small po-
litical groups in Saigon and students at
Saigon University are already manifesting
dissatisfaction with the restoration of mili-
tary rule.

U.S. officals were uneasy about the tough
line and by the reactions it might bring from
volatile political factions.

TAYLOR CONFERS

Maxwell D. Taylor, the U.S. Ambassador,
conferred at the Defense Ministry with Gen-
eral Thieu and Alr Vice Marshal Nguyen
Cao Ky, the Air Force commander, who has
been designated by the leadership committee
as the country's Commissioner General for
Administration. The conference did not re-
solve the dispute over the committee’s tenta-
tive nomination of Vice Marshal Ky as chair-
man of an executive council, a post that
would make him, in effect, Premier in direct
charge of the Government.

U.S. officlals feel that the inexperienced
35-year-old officer would be a poor choice at
this critical time.

The Buddhist faction, which would prefer
a clvilian executive council, is also blocking
Vice Marshal Ky's appointment.

The Air Force commander stalked angrily
out of the meeting with General Taylor and
later, In conversation with friends, com-
plained about the Ambassador’s attitude.

Students at Saigon University have asked
Vice Marshal Ky to speak at a meeting later
this week to explain why it was necessary
to reinstitute military rule after the resig-
nation of the civillan Government of Pre-
mier Phan Huy Quat last Friday.

ExamIT 1
[From the Washington Post, June 17, 1965)
WHoM WE SUPPORT
(By Walter Lippmann)

Whether we are dealing with Vietnam, the
Dominican Republic, or with the foreign-aid
program in general, there is one common
problem which is crucial and central for all
the many things we are undertaking. It is
to find governments that we can support
which are reasonably honest, efficient, and
progressive, and are trusted by their own
people.

We are learning in Vietnam how difficult it
is to defend a country in which there is no
government which can rally its own people.
We are learning in the Dominican Republic
what happens when there is no recognizable
legitimate government to receive our mili-
tary backing and our economic help.

The same difficulty is at the root of the
disappointment, which is so great in this
country today, at the results of the foreign-
ald programs. We are, to be sure, much more
vividly conscious of spectacular incidents
like the burning of a library, than we are of
the quiet successes. Nonetheless, there are
disappointments, so many of them that the
Senate has now voted another installment
of foreign aid with the proviso that there is
to be a radical reexamination of the whole
policy within the next 2 years.

Without attempting to guess what conclu-
glons will be reached in these 2 years, it is
already quite evident that trouble arises
when aid is funneled through corrupt, reac-
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tionary, or highly incompetent governments.
It is not easy to find enough good govern-
ments in all the emerging and underdevel-
oped countries, and, if we are philosophical
about it, we must not be surprised at the
difficulty of finding them, The condition is
bafiling, but that is a concomitant of inex-
perience and backwardness.

Moreover, American officials who have to
administer the programs are frequently in
a quandary. As a general rule the most
impeccably anti-Communist governments
are more often than not reactionary, stupid,
and corrupt—as, for example, the Batista
government in pre-Castro Cuba, or the Tru-
jillo government in the Dominican Republie.
On the other hand, the more progressively
minded parties or factions include almost
inevitably not only the left but the Com-~
munists on the left of the left. It takes a
lot more acumen and political courage for
an American official to back a progressive
faction than it does for him to embrace a
rightist faction. This dilemma confronts us
continually in our role as champion of the
free world in Asia, Latin America, and Africa,

Nevertheless, in the task of containing the
expansion of communism there is no substi-
tute for the building up of strong and viable
states which command the respect of the
mass of their people. The President, of
course, knows this and has frequently said
it. But the tragedy of our entanglement in
Vietnam is that we find ourselves fighting
what is in fact an American rear guard action
to stave off the collapse and defeat of the
Salgon government. In this cramped posi-
tion, there is little opening or opportunity
for us to use our power and our resources
constructively in southeast Asia.

We may leave it to the historians to say
how and why we are palnted into a corner.
Our task is to bring up our resources of
power and wealth, which are intact, in order
to cut down our unavoldable losses to the
lowest possible cost in lives and in influence.

In our predicament it is a disservice, I
think, to inflate and emotionalize the stakes
in Vietnam, to make it appear that the whole
future of America and of the western world
in Asia and the Pacific Is going to be fought
out and decided in the Vietnamese jungle,
It is not going to be declded there, and it is
not going to be declded in any other single
place. Thus, for example, we must prepare
our minds even now for the possibility that
Britain will not be able to carry much longer
the whole burden of her responsibilities from
Aden and the Persian Gulf through the In-
dian Ocean to Singapore. There looms ahead
of us the prospect of having enormous new
responsibilities thrust upon us, responsibili-
ties which do not begin and will not end
with our entanglement in Saigon.

That is why, though we cannot and must
not scuttle and run, we must use our re-
sources and our wits to avold becoming
bogged down in a large land war on the Aslan
mainland.

CHANGE OF TIME FOR CONSIDERA-
TION OF DAUGHTERS OF AMERI-
CAN REVOLUTION RESOLUTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to change the
time for the beginning of the debate on
the Daughters of American Revolution
resolution from 1 o’clock to 12:30. The
debate will then run from 12:30 until 1
o'clock, with the time to be equally di-
vided between the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, Crarxk], or whomever he
may designate, and the chairman of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
[Mr. Jorpan of North Carolinal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I did not
hear the complete statement by the ma-
jority leader. Is he now bringing up
Senate Resolution 107?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; it will be taken
up at 12:30 p.m.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the majority
leader.

MANN CREEK FEDERAL RECLAMA-
TION PROJECT, IDAHO

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs be
discharged from the further considera-
tion of H R. 6032, to amend the act au-
thorizing the Mann Creek Federal recla-
mation project, Idaho, in order to
increase the amount authorized to be
appropriated for such project. This is a
companion bill to S. 1582, which passed
the Senate yesterday.

I ask unanimous consent that H.R.
6032 be laid before the Senate and move
its passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs is discharged from
the further consideration of H.R. 6032.

H.R. 6032 will be stated by title.

The Lecistative CLErk, A bill (H.R.
6032) to amend the act authorizing the
Mann Creek Federal reclamation proj-
ect, Idaho, in order to increase the
amount authorized to be appropriated
for such project (act of August 16, 1962;
76 Stat. 388).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate will proceed to
consider the bill.

The bill (H.R. 6032) was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the vote by
which S. 1582 was passed yesterday be
reconsidered and that S. 1582 be indefi-
nitely postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the vote by which S. 1582
was passed is reconsidered; and, with-
out objection, S. 1582 is indefinitely
postponed.

COMMENT ON STATEMENT BY SEN-
ATOR FULBRIGHT ON VIETNAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, Senator FULBRIGHT,
spoke on Tuesday on the subject of Viet-
nam. His remarks constituted a most
constructive contribution to the con-
sideration of this critical issue and were
in the best traditions of the Senate.
With calmness and deliberativeness, he
outlined the dimensions of the difficul-
ties which exist in policy respecting Viet-
nam and the restoration of peace in that
region. It will be, I am sure, of great
help to the President and it is of great
help to all of us in our understanding of
this issue. The speech received very wide
press coverage and editorial reaction, as
it warranted.

I ask unanimous consent that several
editorials commenting upon Senator
FULBRIGHT'S statement be printed at this
point in the REcorD.
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There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 17, 1965]
A LiMITED OBJECTIVE IN VIETNAM

Decisions in crises determine the direction
of nations more often that the philosophies
of tranquil times. But a clear course set In
advance is essential, nevertheless, in the kind
of crisis that now seems to be looming in
Vietnam.

The Vietcong's annual monsoon offensive,
sheltered against American ailrpower by in-
termittent cloud cover, is straining the fiber
of the South Vietnamese Army this year and
is leading to a further buildup in American
forces to over 70,000 men.,

As the ground war intensifies, as American
as well as Vietnamese casualties rise, there
will be inexorable pressure on Washington
this summer to throw American troops into
the ground battle in increasing numbers, a
step-up that under present unfortunate cir-
cumstances appears inevitable. Before this
typhoon begins to whip about our ears and,
while the possibility of orderly debate still
exists, it is essentlial for the Nation to dis-
cuss its true ends and the means that should
be employed to serve them.

Senator FuLBRIGHT has taken this discus-
slon forward to a new clarity after a long
conversation with the President. His views
should be read by every American—and we
hope they will be read abroad as an authori-
tative statement. The chairman of the
Foreign Relatlons Committee argues cogently
against both “unconditional withdrawal”
from Vietnam or an attempt, through esca-
lation, to achieve complete military victory
attainable “only at a cost far exceeding the
requirements of our interest and our hon-
or"—a cost that could rise to Include ground
combat with the North Vietnamese Army
and even “massive Chinese military interven-
tion * * * or general nuclear war."

The American aim this summer, in Senator
FuLBRIGHT'S view—a view which agrees closely
with that often expounded on this page and
over a perlod of many months—must be a
“resolute but restrained” holding action.
The hope is that the Communists will see
the futility of trylng to win military victory
and will at length agree to a “negotiated
settlement [necessarily] involving major con~
cessions by both sides.”

At a time when some military men and
some Republican leaders, including Repre-
sentative Lamp, of Wisconsin, are returning
to the Goldwater objective of total victory
and calling for stepped-up bombing of North
Vietnam, this restatement of aims is invalu-
able. The country and its allies abroad can
only welcome Senator FULBRIGHT'S assurance
that the President remalns committed to
ending the war at the earllest possible time
by negotiations without preconditions. As
we have previously noted here, there can be
no such thing as military victory in Vietnam
by either side, except at a cost so fearful it
would not be worth the price—and even then
would not be a victory in anything but name.

Yet the continued American troop buildup
in South Vietnam, which shortly will triple
the forces that were there in March, makes it
vital for the President to speak out publicly
himself. In recent months there has been a
kind of ambiguity in administration policy
that seems to have won the President as
much support among Goldwaterites as within
his own party. Only the President can lay
this concern to rest.

The lssue has been crystallized by Mr.
Lamp, who claims that the country will ac-
cept the troop buildup in South Vietnam
and the casualties that lie ahead only If the
objective is total victory, not if the outcome
is a negotiated settlement. It is our con-
viction that Congressman Lamp has mis-
judged the temper of the Nation as badly as
Senator Goldwater did last fall.
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The country will support the Vietnamese
effort only as long as it remalns convinced
that it is a limited effort aimed at limited
objectives. It will not accept unconditional
withdrawal. But neither will it pursue the
will o' the wisp of unconditional surrender.
As Senator FuLericHT pointed out, “We must
continue to offer the Communists a reason-
able and attractive alternative to [a] military
victory” that neither we nor they can win.

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, June 17,
1965]

THE RIDDLE OF VIETNAM

Senator FuLBrIGHT's carefully worded ad-
dress on American policy in South Vietnam,
and Defense Secretary McNamara's an-
nouncement that about 20,000 more U.S.
troops are being sent to that wartorn south-
east Aslan country, point up the enormity of
the problems confronting the United States
in trying to save the South Vietnamese from
Communist conguest.

There is no easy solution to the puszzle,
regardless of whether the emphasis in U.S.
strategy is on negotiation or military action.

As Chairman FurericHT, of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee, sees it, there
is almost no likelihood of achieving a com-
plete and unconditional military victory
over the Communist guerrillas in South
Tletnam—not because the United States
lacks the resources to achieve such a vic-
tory but because the tremendous cost in
American lives and resources would be out
of all proportion to whatever gains could be
won by insisting on total and absolute ca-
pitulation by the enemy.

The Senator also believes—and gives equal
emphasis to the point—that unconditional
withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Viet-
nam would have disastrous consequences.

His conclusion s that neither total victory
nor unconditional surrender is in prospect
for either side in Vietnam and the war there-
fore must be ended, sooner or later, by ne-
gotiated settlement which will need to in-
volve concessions of some kind by both sides.

There is much logic to Senator FULBRIGHT'S
views. What he says, in his own fashion,
is in line with what President Johnson has
been trying to achieve for some time. The
President has offered repeatedly to enter
into negotiations without preconditions to
achieve a settlement in Vietnam. He has
extended to the Communists in North Viet-
nam an invitation to participate in a mas-
sive program of economic development aid.

Senator FuLBrIGHT'S use of the word “con-
cessions” will arouse alarm among many
Americans and may have been an unfortu-
nate cholee in semantics. Perhaps “mutual
agreements” or “two-way g" or
some such term would be more appropriate.
Call it what you will, it is obviously neces-
sary for successful negotiations to include
a glving up of something by one side or the
other in exchange for each gain won at the
conference table.

There can be no hope of getting negotia-
tions started, however, unless U.S. military
forces in southeast Asia are malntained at
sufficlent strength to prevent Communist
conquest of South Vietnam by force of arms.
The immediate and urgent need is to stop
the Red offensive and convince the enemy
that it has no choice but to negotiate. It is
in recognition of this need that more US.
troops are being sent to Vietnam.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, June 17,
1965]
FULBRIGHT CONTRIBUTES

Senator FurLeriGHT does not know the
answer for Vietnam, and unlike some other
Members of the Senate and the House he
does not pretend to. But Mr. FuLBRIGHT is in
the true sense a thinking man. When he
egpeaks, after carefully marshaling his
thoughts, he always contributes something
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to a dialog or a debate. He did so, after a
long public silence on Vietnam, in a SBenate
speech on Tuesday.

The gist of the address was that in Senator
FULBRIGHT's opinion we must persist In our
support of the South Vietamese Army, con-
tinuing our efforts to persuade the Commu-
nists that full military victory is unattain-
able; persist in our hope that such persuasion
will lead to negotiation—despite the total
absence so far of a sign on the other side
of willingness to negotiate—and not escalate
the war to the point of inviting such counter-
escalation as might threaten general ex-
plosion, a point which he believes may be
very close.

Mr. FuLsriGHT praised President Johnson
for “steadfastness and statesmanship,” and
“patience and restraint,” in resisting pres-
sures to expand the war still more. This,
along with his statement that we must not
desert the South Vietnamese Army, serves as
strong support of the President's funda-
mental position. AIl the more because the
Senator speaks not for the administration
but for himself, it helps the President in his
resistance to those on the one hand who de-
mand American withdrawal and those on
the other who seem eager to expand the war
further, regardless of the dangers.

As to solutions, Mr. FULBRIGHT proposed
as a general proposition that the United
States might offer to base a solution on the
Geneva accords of 1954, which divided the
old Indo-China, and which have not been
strictly honored by anybody. This might
be a way, and it might not. Mr. PULBRIGHT
is trying to think of all the possibilities, and
this particular speech at this particular time
should help many others try to think, too.

THE PROPOSED MEXICO-UNITED
STATES SALINE WATER CONVER-
SION PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
purpose of S. 24 is to provide for expan-
sion and acceleration of this Govern-
ment's program of researck and de-
velopment in the field of salt water con-
version. This bill, passed by the Senate
vesterday, will extend the authority for
the research through 1972, and appro-
priate an additional $200 million to carry
on our activities in this promising area.

The existing program has progressed
to a stage where it shows promise of con-
verting salt water to fresh water at a
rate which will be economically competi-
tive.

The adequate supply of fresh water is
not only a national problem, it is a
worldwide problem. This has been
pointed up acutely in recent years.
Especially in our great Southwest is
there an awareness of the magnitude of
the problem. The threatened loss of
supply has worked a distinct hardship
not only in the States of our country, but
also in Mexico, our friend and neighbor
as well.

It is my sincere hope that acceleration
of our desalinization research program
will contribute to relieving the strain
brought about by water shortages. I
can think of no better way to apply mod-
ern technology to peaceful and humani-
tarian purposes.

I note that the Republic of Mexico
either has in operation, or is considering
the construction, of four desalting proj-
ects. One of them, a small pilot project
on the Gulf of California, marks a mu-
tual effort between the University of
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Arizona and the University of Sonora.
It is my hope that the benefits of the re-
search resulting from this bill, and those
resulting from the projects of the Re-
public of Mexico, can be shared for the
mutual benefit of mankind.

I make this statement on the basis of
conversations, conferences, and recom-
mendations made at La Paz, Baja Cali-
fornia, during the fifth reunion of the
Mexico-United States Parliamentary
Group.

At that reunion, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont [Mr.
ArxkeN], and I made a suggestion that it
might be a good idea to develop, on &
cooperative basis, a Mexican-United
States program in the desalinization of
water. We know not only that it would
be of great benefit to our own great
Southwest, as well as other parts of the
country, but also that, if a program of
this nature could bring about a conver-
sion of salt water to fresh water, and
thereby irrigate more of our land and
furnish more in the way of sustenance to
our people, it would be a demonstration
of real and needed friendship between
our two great countries on a humani-
tarian basis.

Mr, President, I would hope, therefore,
that the solid example set by our col-
league, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Fannin] while he was Governor of Ari-
zona, by means of which a cooperative
water research project in the field of
desalinization was undertaken between
the University of Arizona and the Uni-
versity of Sonora, would be given proper
attention by the appropriate agencies of
our own Government—the Department
of the Interior, the AEC, and others—to
the end that we would be able to under-
take, on an international, neighborly,
friendly, and cooperative basis, mutual
(éiefvelopment in the field of desaliniza-

on.

This would be of extraordinary benefit
to both our countries. It is the kind of
program which I think should be given
most serious consideration. I would
hope that the administration would do
what it could to further it.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished majority leader
for the work that he has been carrying
on with the people of the Republic of
Mexico.

The junior Senator from Maryland ob-
served that he noticed, on his trip to the
conference at La Paz, the love and affec-
tion shown by the Mexican people toward
our distinguished majority leader.

This program is of worldwide impor-
tance. The passage of S. 24 is of impor-
tance because it indicates to the world
our desire to help others help them-
selves.

Not only can we participate with Mex-
ico in their program to the great benefit
of all mankind, but we also can partici-
pate in programs with countries of the
Middle East, and many other countries
of the world.

This is a program that is unselfish.
It is a program that is being carried
forward by leaders such as our distin-
guished majority leader, the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].
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I am very proud to have the opportu-
nity to give the Senator from Montana
the recognition which he justly deserves.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, on behalf of the
distinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Fanniv] and myself, that excerpts from
the recommendations of the fifth meet-
ing of the Mexican-United States In-
terparliamentary Group, covering this
particular subject, be printed at this
point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

MEexico-UNITED STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY
GrOUP—REPORT OF THE SENATE DELEGATION
oN THE FirTH MEETING, HELD AT LA PaAZ,
Mexico, FEBRUARY 1965

DESALINTZATTION

The discussion generated by the problem
of salinity in the Colorado River led the
members of both delegations to consider ap-
propriate measures to deal with the growing
shortage of fresh water not only in Mexico
and the United States but in many parts of
the world.

The U.8. delegation recommended intensi-
fied cooperative efforts between the Govern-
ments of Mexico and the United States to
engage in joint research in the field of de-
salinization, The U.S. delegates referred to
the pilot project already underway sponsored
jointly by the University of Sonora and the
University of Arizona.

Such joint research activities, followed by
the development of plants capable of pro-
ducing usable water at low cost, would save
time and money for both countries. It would
provide another example of constructive col-
laboration in mutual problems and encour-
age joint research in other areas of common
Interest.

‘While the U.S. delegation ls not able to
commit its Government, it is prepared to
urge upon its executive branch that highest
priority be given to this proposal.

PROPOSAL FOR A SLIDING SCALE
SYSTEM OF SUPPORT PAYMENTS
TO WOOLGROWERS

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the Senate
Committee on Argiculture and Forestry
now has before it, in the new farm bill,
a proposal from the Department of Agri-
culture for a sliding scale system of sup-
port payments to woolgrowers. This
breaks with the system now in effect
which provides for payments at a uni-
form level fo all woolgrowers who are
qualified, regardless of the size of their
operation.

I strongly oppose the proposed new
system of payments contained in the
farm bill. The present system has
worked well for 11 years and should be
continued. Under the new proposal,
payments per pound would be larger
to the small producer than to the large
producer. However, this would discrimi-
nate against the farmer or rancher who
is wholly dependent on wool production
for his livelihood, to the advantage of
those who are only in the business on a
part-time basis, and have other sources
of income.

This was made very clear in an edito-
rial appearing in the Wall Street Jour-
nal on Wednesday, June 16. I ask
unanimous consent to have the ediforial
printed at this point in the REcorb.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbD,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal,
June 16, 1965]

A WooLLY PROPOSAL

If we recall aright, some of the political
sclence textbooks used to say that one char-
acterlstic of a good law or regulation is that
it applies equally to all. Whatever they say
today, it is plain there have grown up some
laws—on taxes and housing, for instance—
which do not treat everybody allke.

The anomaly apparently doesn't bother
very many people any more, so perhaps it is
to be expected that a peculiar program pro-
viding for a sliding scale of Government sup-
port payments to woolgrowers, proposed by
Agriculture Secr Freeman, doesn't seem
to disturb many people either, other than
farmers and sheep ranchers.

Now the whole costly price support system
as presently administered is dubious, but the
wool proposal pushes the support theory over
the brink of absurdity. For the administra-
tion plans to make lower support payments
to larger woolgrowers and higher payments
to smaller growers. Thus a grower who mar-
kets more than 7,000 pounds would be paid
between 53 and 66 cents per pound; the
smaller grower who markets up to 2,000
pounds would get between 62 to 74 cents.

Possibly smarting under all the criticlsm
that farm schemes up to now have mainly
alded big operators, the planners presumably
want their new proposal to ald chiefly small
producers. But as so often 1s the case, it
would only produce a new inequity. The
highest support payments would go to 200,000
growers who produce less than 2,000 pounds
a season, ralsing sheep as a sideline and get-
ting most of their income from other farm
output. The lowest would go to about 5,000
growers, mostly in the West, who produce
more than 7,000 pounds and depend almost
wholly upon wool for their livelihood.

Just this sort of confusion is all too com-
mon when the Government seeks to impose
its own economic theories on producers by
one means or another. And it can be cor-
rected only If all are treated alike, under the
workings of a free market system., Other-
wise, it’s not only the sheep who will keep
on getting fleeced.

TAX CREDITS FOR HIGHER
EDUCATION EXPENSES

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, on
June 3, 1965, I inserted in the CONGRES-
s1oNaL REcorD a letter and petition from
the Student Council of Rutgers Univer-
sity.

I have received a letter from Mr.
Mason W. Gross, president, Rutgers
University, stating that the university
takes the position of the National Asso-
ciation of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges opposing S. 12, my pro-
posal for tax credits for higher educa-
tion expenses, because they feel strongly
that the bill involves an expenditure of
an enormous sum of money to accom-
plish very little for education. Mr. Gross
does not support this bill, there was no
implication intended in my statement
that he did, and I want the Recorp fo
show that he, as president of the univer-
sity, is opposed to the bill.

EAST-WEST CENTER, HONOLULU,
HAWAIL

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, more
and more, the story of the East-West

14019

Center, Honolulu, Hawaii, is being heard
throughout this country and overseas.
Created by the U.S. Congress in 1959,
the record compiled by the Center in
helping people and winning friends in
Asia and the Pacific is an impressive one.
Asian and Pacific students, medical tech-
nicians, teachers, government specialists,
and professors have studied at the Cen-
ter together with their counterparts
from the mainland United States and
have taken back to their homelands an
image and appreciation of America which
will last for a considerable period of
time.

But the Center is more than an insti-
tution, more than a program, more than
an assemblage of impressive buildings
supported by the U.S. Congress. It also
is the story of dedicated individuals and
administrators.

The story of one of them, Dr. Y. Baron
Goto, vice chancellor of the Center's In-
stitute of Technical Interchange, has
been interestingly told by Bill Hosokawa
in the Pacific Citizen of June 11.

I ask unanimous consent to have it
printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbD,
as follows:

FroMm THE FRYING PAN
(By Bill Hosokawa)

HowoLuLy, Hawan, SourH PaciFic—In a
few weeks a friendly, balding man with the
intriguing name of Y. Baron Goto will
climb into an airplane and fly to Guam.
There he will take another plane for Lae,
a tiny dot of an island in the wast Pacific
There he will attend the sixth conference
of the South Pacific Commission, represent-
ing the Government of the United States
at a six-nation meeting to discuss ways of
improving the well-being of the people of
Pacific island territories.

Goto 18 no stranger to the exotic lands
of the South Pacific and southeast Asia.
He has been a welcome visitor off and on the
beaten paths of these areas for nigh onto 15
years as a forelgn aid consultant, agricul-
tural expert, and more lately as vice chan-
cellor for the Institute of Technical Inter-
change at the East-West Center in Honolulu.
The South Pacific Commission is just one of
his incidental activities,

Dr. Goto—the title is honorary; he never
had time enough to complete his doctoral
studies—holds forth in a breeze-swept cor-
ner office at the East-West Center, an insti-
tution of international education estab-
lished by the Government of the United
States in cooperation with the University
of Hawall. But he is not in his element
shuffling paper. He would much rather be
moving about, talking, doing, working with
people.

He likes to take visltors out on the bal-
cony outside his office for a bird’s-eye view
of the Japanese garden that is his particular
pride. It is a tangible product of the tech-
nical interchange program. When the Cen-
ter was being bullt he persuaded some 20
Japanese business firms to contribute $77,000
for the garden. With the money he hired
three Japanese garden experts. Then he
brought in nine landscape architects—five
Americans, and one each from the Philip-
pines, New Zealand, Australia, and Thal-
land—to work and study with the Japanese,
learning not only the techniques of bullding,
but the spiritual and esthetlc essence of
Japanese gardens.

The 12 men, artlsts all, worked together
for 2 months, produced the beautiful garden,
and then returned to their respective homes
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to share with others what they had learned.
And what did the Japanese learn? The use
of labor-saving machinery, such as portable
cranes for moving heavy rocks, which en-
abled them to complete the work in one-
third the expected time.

The Goto story—Baron Goto's father came
to Hawall before the turn of the cen-
tury, returned to his native Fukuoka to
marry. When Baron, whose Japanese name
is Yasuo, was 7 months old, the Goto family
moved back to plantation life in Hawaii.
Thus Baron was technically an alien until
he volunteered for military service in World
War II and was given his citizenship.

On his first day In school the Caucasian
teacher gave up trying to pronounce Yasuo,
named him Baron after a Baron Goto who
happened to have been newsworthy enough
to be mentioned in the newspapers the pre-
vious day.

Goto, a plant pathologist and probably
one of the world’s leading experts on coffee
growing, joined the Hawalian agricultural
extension service in 1928 and eventually
headed the program. He was ticketed for
the artillery in the war when wiser heads
tapped him for the Japanese language school
and military intelligence. He served in the
Pentagon and after the surrender went to
Japan with the strategic bombing survey.

Role for the Nisel: As American foreign
aid consultant and adviser, Goto has traveled
to Thailand, Laos, Indonesia, India, Pakistan,
Nepal, New Guinea, Vietnam, Taiwan, and
dozens of Pacific islands, showing people how
to llve better through better agricultural
methods.

Goto is convinced that Nisel scientists and
techniclans can do a better job than Ameri-
can of European extraction in these areas
for the simple reason that the Nisel look
Hke Asians. There is no doubt that he 1s
a shining example of what the Nisel can do
for their country.

PISTOL CONTROL, PRINCE GEORGES
COUNTY, MD.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on
June 1, the Prince Georges County, Md.,
Commissioners gave final approval to a
pistol control ordinance which requires
a 5-day delay after application for the
purchase of a gun and a police check
of the application. That law, which be-
came effective yesterday, is the first of
this kind to be passed by a Maryland
county.

The Washington Post recently printed
an editorial congratulating the Prince
Georges County Commissioners. I would
like to add my voice to those who con-
gratulate the commissioners and I would
urge my colleagues to consider early and
rapid passage of Federal gun law legis-
lation.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

WAITING PERIOD

In an effort to protect the lives of people

living in Prince Georges County, the county

oners have unanl.momly adopted
an ordinance requiring a 5-day *“‘cooling-off
period” before anyone may purchase a hand-
gun., This delay in delivery of a lethal
weapon will make it possible for the police
effectively to enforce a prohibition on the
sale of guns to minors under 21, to persons
previously convicted of crimes of violence,
to drunkards, or to persons who have been
confined for mental illness within 8 years
prior to the purchase. It will also make it
possible for someone who buys a gun for the
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purpose of killing himself or others to re-
flect and reconsider.

This simple, sensible ordinance will, of
course, be frenetically denounced by the gun
lobbyists, as a similar proposal for the Dis-
trict of Columbia 18 currently being de-
nounced. Yet State's Attorney Arthur A,
Marshall, Jr., who deserves great credit for
bringing about adoption of the ordinance,
sald no more than the precise, literal truth
when he pointed out that “the gun ordi-
nance will in no way impair the right of the
average, honest, law-abiding citizen, who is
not emotionally disturbed, from obtaining
a weapon for his own personal protection
or for the protection of his property, nor
would it limit those gun enthusiasts and
collectors from obtaining the necessary weap-
on nor would it restrict the sportsman or
the huntsman from obtaining a weapon of
his choice.”

The Prince Georges County ordinance will
not be fully effective, to be sure, in the ab-
sence of a statewide ban on the indiserim-
inate sale of firearms to any homicidal
maniac, hopped-up punk, or professional
criminal who may want to have a gun; and
it will be in large part nullified until the
Federal Government puts a stop to the sense-
less malil-order gun business. Nevertheless,
it will save a few lives. And it will stand
as an example and as a healthy expression
of commonsense to the rest of the country.
Prince Georges County 1s entitled to thanks
as well as to congratulations.

SENATE BILL 107, TO INCLUDE THE
LINCOLN BACK COUNTRY IN THE
WILDERNESS SYSTEM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
May 1965 issue of the Defenders of Wild-
life News, published by the Defenders of
Wildlife, a national, nonprofit, educa-
tional organization, includes an article
about a bill introduced by two Members
of the Senate. -

Under the heading “Conservationists
Would Save Habitat of Endangered
Species,” the article deals with Senate
hill 107, introduced by the junior Senator
from Montana [Mr, MercaLr] for him-
self and our distinguished majority
leader [Mr. MansrFIELD]. Their bill seeks
to place the Lincoln back country in
the wilderness system.

I commend this article to the atten-
tion of Senators, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the body of
the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

CONSERVATIONISTS WouLp Save HABITAT OF
ENDANGERED SPECIES

Montana conservationists are attempting
to perpetuate several endangered or vanlsh-
ing species of wildlife by supporting a move-
ment to preserve the wilderness-type habitat
the animals require for survival, the Mon-~
tana Wildlife Federation recently reported.

The federation said one area involved is
the 250,000-acre roadless Lincoln back coun-
try Scapegoat Mountain reglon southeast of
the Bob Marshall Wilderness. The area in-
cludes parts of the Helena, Lolo, and Lewis
and Clark National Forests. The Forest Serv-
ice has announced plans for mult.lple-use
development of the area, including logging,
roading, and providing facilities for mass
recreation.

Among the endangered or vanishing spe-
cles which inhabit the area are the grizzly
‘bear, bighorn sheep, bald eagle, grayling, and
westslope cutthroat trout, the conservation
organization stated.
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The federation, In conjunction with the
Montana Fish and Game Department and
other conservation authorities, has recom-
mended that the area be retained in a “trail-
type” status.

Toward accomplishing this objective, Sen-
ator LEe METCALF, of Montana, introduced a
bill, 8. 107, in Congress January 6, 1965, to
establish not to exceed 75,000 acres of the
Lincoln back country as a wilderness area
under the national wilderness preservation
system. Senate Majority Leader Mikx
MANSFIELD cosponsored the measure.

The Montana Wildlife Federation has in-
dicated support of the Metcalf bill and has
also urged that the zones around Scapegoat
Mountain be given egqual consideration for
wilderness protection.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

PRINTING AS SENATE DOCUMENT
OF ANNUAL REPORT OF DAUGH-
TERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLU-
TION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be laid before the Sen-

ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (S. Res. 107) author-
izing the printing of the 67th annual re-
port of the National Society of the
Daughters of the American Revolution as
a Senate document.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 10 seconds.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment in the nature of
a substitute and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated. .

The LecIstATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to strike out all after the word “Resolved”
and insert the following:

That the current annual reports of the
Friendly Sons of St. Patrick, the English
Bpeaking Union, the Sons of Italy, the Scots
Wha Hal with Wallace Bled Society, the
Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, the
International Order of Odd Fellows, the
League of Women Voters, the American As-
sociation of University Women, the National
Soclety of the Daughters of the American
Revolution, the Girl Scouts of America, the
Planned Parenthood-World Population Fed-
eration, the Americans for Democratic Action,
the Eu Klux Klan, the American Legion, the
Veterans of Forelgn Wars, the National As-
soclation of Manufacturers, the United
States Chamber of Commerce, the American
Federation of Labor-Council of Industrial
Organizations, the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People and the
John Birch Society shall all be printed at
Government expense, regardless of length or
content; and

Resolved, further, That there is authorized
to be appropriated for the current fiscal year
such sums as may be necessary to carry into
effect the provisions of this resolution.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
hour of 12:30 having arrived, pursuant
to the unanimous-consent agreement, the
time between 12:30 and 1 o’clock will be
equally divided between the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Jorpan]l and the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarxl.

‘Who yields time?

Mr, JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I yield myself such time as
necessary to speak on this resolution very
briefly.

Senate Resolution 107, reported favor-
ably by the Committee on Rules and
Administration, on May 19, 1965, would
authorize the printing of the 67th An-
nual Report of the Daughters of the
American Revolution as a Senate docu-
ment. The copies of such document
would go primarily to the depository
libraries in all parts of the United States.

As the report by the Committee on
Rules and Administration to accompany
Senate Resolution 107 points out, the
National Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution was incorporated
by act of Congress on February 20, 1896,
29 Stat. 8-9, which act included the
provision “that said society shall report
annually to the Secretary of the Smith-
sonian Institution concerning its pro-
ceedings, and said Secretary shall com-
municate to Congress such portions
thereof as he may deem of national in-
terest and importance,” but did not pro-
vide that such report be printed. When,
in 1899, during the 55th Congress, the
first report of the society was trans-
mitted, as required by law, it was printed
as a Senate document pursuant to a sim-
ple resolution agreed to by the Senate.
All subsequent DAR reports, to date, have
been printed as Senate documents un-
der the same procedure.

In other words, in recommending ap-
proval of the present resolution, the
Committee on Rules and Administration
is following a practice of 66 years' stand-
ing.

I believe the DAR is unique among
patriotic organizations incorporated by
Congress since most of the others were
chartered by statutes containing author-
ity for the printing of their reports as
public documents. The annual reports
of the Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts, for
example, are printed automatically as
House documents.

A great many people did not know
that.

The same is true of the proceedings of
the national encampments—required re-
ports to Congress—of the national vet-
erans’ organizations. In this respect,
might I point out that by Public Law 88—
224, agreed to on December 21, 1963, the
Congress added the AMVETS—Amer-
ican Veterans of World War IT—to the
list of such organizations whose annual
reports shall be printed without any fur-
ther action by the Congress. Those
whose reports were already authorized to
be printed are as follows:

Grand Army of the Republic.

United Spanish War Veferans.

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the Unit-
ed States.

American Legion.

Military Order or the Purple Heart.
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Veterans of World War of the United
States of America, Inc.

The many contributions of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution in the
historical, patriotic, and citizenship
fields are well known and, I feel, ac-
knowledged by even those Members of
the Senate who have indicated they in-
tend to oppose Senate Resolution 107.
Consequently, I will not itemize those
contributions, but I do ask unanimous
consent to insert in the Recorp at this
point the 1964 DAR fact sheet of activi-
ties conducted by that organization.

There being no objection, the fact sheet
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NaTIONAL SociETY, DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERI-
can RevoruTioN Facr SHEET, 1964

The National Soclety, Daughters of the
American Revolution was founded October
11, 1890, and incorporated by an act of the
U.S. Congress in 1896. The national head-
quarters bulldings in Washington cover an
entire city block on beautiful 17th Street
near the White House. The three adjoin-
ing structures—Memorial Continental Hall
(1910), Constitution Hall (1928), and the
administration building (1950), estimated
total value $7 million—are the largest group
of buildings in the world owned and main-
tained exclusively by women.

The president general and 11 cabinet offi-
cers, elected for 3-year terms, direct the busi-
ness affairs of the soclety. Elected national
officers, including 21 vice presidents general
(7 elected at large annually for a 3-year
term), meet at national headquarters six
times a year—February, twice in April, June,
October, and December. The annual meet-
ing of the national soclety is the continental
congress held in Washington during the week
of April 19 (anniversary of Battle of Lexing-
ton) and attended by approximately 4,000
officers and delegates.

The membership of approximately 185,000
in nearly 3,000 chapters is distributed
throughout 50 States and the District ~ Co-
lumbia, and includes overseas chapters in
England, France, Puerto Rico, Mexico, the
Canal Zone, and Cuba.

The society functions through 24 national
and a number of and standing com-
mittees to further its threefold objectives:
historic tion, promotion of educa-
tion, and patriotic endeavor.

NATIONAL COMMITTEES, 24
I. Historical

To perpetuate the memory and spirit of
the men and women who achieved American
independence.

DAR Museum: Predominant Americana
items number over 10,000 with 28 period
rooms predating 1830. Open to the publie.

Genealogical records; and valuable
contribution: to secure and index unpub-
lished genealogical material,

Lineage research: Created 1961: Free serv-
ice to help potential members with applica-
tion papers.

II. Education

To promote, as an object of primary impor-
tance, institutions for the general diffusion
of knowledge.

American heritage: Created 1963: to ald
and encourage the preservation of our rich
American heritage in the flelds of art, crafts,
drama, literature, and music.

American Indians: Contributions and
scholarships primarily to St. Mary's School
for Indian Girls and to Bacone Indian Col-
lege.

Children of the American Revolution: A
national society of 18000 boyx and girls pro-
viding patriotic ed leadership of
qualified youth in support, nnd appreciation,
of American ideals.
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DAR good citizens: Citizenship training:
$1,000 national annual scholarship award to
winning senior high school girl for outstand-
ing dependability, service, leadership, and
patriotism. State award, $100 bond.

DAR school: NSDAR owns two schools, Ta-
massee and Kate Duncan Smith; alds seven
others. Contributes annually approximately
$200,000; total to date approximates $5 mil-
lion.

Junior Amerlcan cltizens: Excellent citi-
zenship training program. Open to all boys
and girls from kindergarten through high
school.

Student loan and scholarship: Available
through National, States, and chapters. In
1963, 500 students received over $475,000.

III. Patriotic

To cherish, maintain, and extend the in-
stitutions of American freedom: To foster
true patriotism and love of country.

American music: Promotes American musle
through knowledge of American composers
and encourages talented youth. Stresses
American Music Week.

Americanism and DAR Manual for Citizen-
ship: In 1913, the DAR founded the only
Amerlcanization School, in Washington, D.C.
Has donated free over 9 million Manuals for
Citizenship to immigrants.

Conservation: Authorized in 1909, stresses
preservation of natural resources as an eco-
nomic safeguard.

National defense: Basic purpose: Preserva-
tlon of constitutional republic. Publishes
documented material for information of
members, Provides much free material upon
request to students. Promotes observation
of Constitution Week. Awarded 3,980 Good
Citizenship Medals in 1063.

Flag of the United States of America:
Teaches love and respect for, promotes
knowledge and history of, our flag. Presents
innumberable flags to youth organizations,
playgrounds, and public buildings. In 1963,
gave 35,000 flag codes and 50,000 flags, a gain
of 24,000 flags over 1962.

IV. Administrative, executive, functional,

organizational commitiees

DAR magazine: Official publication since
1892. Subscription (10 copies per year), $32.

Junior membership: Ages 18 through 35;
in 1963, juniors numbered over 35 percent of
the better than 7,500 members admitted and
reinstated.

Program: Furthers NSDAR objectives: Pro-
motion of education, historic preservation,
and patriotic endeavor.

DAR magazine advertising: Many States
and chapters advertise historic and educa-
tional shrines and locations.

Membership: Lifeblood of the NSDAR. In
1968, over 7,100 new and 650 reinstated.

Public relations: Tells the full DAR story.
“Citizen, U.8.A.," a public service radio series,
released February 1964.

Honor roll: Serves as a guide for chapter
work.

Motlon picture: Service committee; gulde
for youth entertainment.

Transportation: Trafic safety and promo-
tion of historic pilgrimages.

V. Special committees

American History Month (February):
Chapters overseas, Clearinghouse, Congres-
slonal?

Constitutional Week (Sept. 17-23) : DAR
handbook, DAR school survey, Insignia.!

Museum special events, program review-
ing, revision or bylaws.

vI. it

Auditing, buﬂding;n and grounds, finance,
personnel, printing. Resolutions: Once
adopted become the policy of the Natlonal
Soclety.

s

* Celebration Initiated by the DAR.
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FOCUS ON ACTIVITIES
Of interest from the past

During the Spanish American War in 1898,
the NSDAR established a hospital corps to
recruit nurses for service; this became the
nucleus of the Army Nurse Corps. Since
then DAR members have contributed mil-
lions of dollars to patriotic activities: War
bonds, Red Cross, war orphans, and the res-
toration of the waterworks of the destroyed
French village Tillolov. National chapter
and member endeavors in education have
totaled nearly $5 million. The largest sin-
gle undertaking was the Memorial Bell Tower
at Valley Forge, Pa. Another outstanding
project was erection of the Madonna of the
Trail statues marking America's trek west-
ward.

Current items, this administration, 1962

It would seem highly desirable to call at-
tentlon to the following: The successful
1962-64 museum special event series; the
improvement in the magazine format; the
increase in the annual Good Citizens Award
to $1,000; the gain in junior membership, in
1963 more than 35 percent of members ad-
mitted and reinstated; the NSDAR library
expansion project, renovation of balcony sec-
tion to afford greater reading area and ac-
commodate the 50,000 books and pamphlets;
the presentation of the flag of the United
States of America at the 1964 World's Falr,
on “DAR Day,” April 25 in New York.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, it would appear that recent
objections to printing the DAR reports
as congressional documents were based
primarily on the nature of certain reso-
lutions which the organization adopted
at its annual meeting. In all instances
the organization expressed its sincere
views on matters which it considered of
vital concern to the Nation. Opposition
to certain positions taken by the DAR
would be a weak and undemocratic rea-
son indeed to cancel a privilege enjoyed
by many other organizations, which
sometimes express pretty strong views
themselves on a variety of subjects.

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate
agree to the resolution.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield first to the proponent of
the amendment?

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I am
using my own time.

Mr., SCOTT, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield him-
self time?

Mr. CLARK. No. My colleague from
Pennsylvania supports the resolution.
Eil;;retore. why should I yield time to

?

Mr, SCOTT. No; I was asking if he
wished to precede me.

Mr. CLARK. No.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, this move
to avoid printing a document involving
about $2,500 is not what it appears to be
on its face. What is actually invelved
here is an ideological and political ac-
tivity which is masked as opposition to
the printing of the DAR report for the
67th time. This report has been printed
since 1889. It costs little or nothing.
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Prankly, if the attempt to prevent
printing is successful, I will introduce
the entire report into the body of the
REecorp, and the cost of printing 1,500
copies will not be very great, and the
DAR will have its report.

What is really involved is a certain
amount of activity outside the Congress
on the part of far liberal leftwingers
effort to mock some of the activities of
the Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion, who, in turn, somewhat at times to
my dismay, have heard speakers from
the far right. While I do not agree with
many of their choices of speakers—in-
deed, I am appalled by some of the doc-
trines espoused by some Americans who
have served as speakers—I am even more
appalled at the liberalism of the left
which would seek to gag speakers who
happen to agree with them on the other
side.

While I do not agree with all they
say, I am here to defend their right to
say it, their right to be heard for the 67th
time, their right to have their proceed-
ings reported.

Let us understand that this is no move
to save the country $2,500, because the
move is generated by my friend and
senior colleague, who has never been
motivated to saving the country anything
before now.

The move is, however, to enable those
who wish at meetings of the far left to
proceed in mockery of the distinguished
ladies of the DAR, or the Un-American
Activities Committee, or other right-
wing speakers whom these deluded, in
their opinion, ladies invite.

I do not like the views of some of the
speakers any more than they do, but
what I like less is the move generated
from the far left to see that speakers who
address the DAR are not allowed to have
their reports circulated at the same time
that every sort of document which the
mind of a Senator or a Member of the
other body can conceive of is printed in
25,000 to 50,000 copies and perpetrated
on a thoroughly apathetic public who
have no interest whatever in reading the
habits of a eutworm, or a study involv-
ing the sex problems of watermelons—
and there is such a document——

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. SCOTT. I will yield on the Sen-
ator's time.

Mr. CLARK. I yield myself 15 sec-
onds. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania appreciate what the pending
amendment would do?

Mr. SCOTT. Irealize indeed what the
pending amendment is, and that is why
I am so anxious to expose it. The Sen-
ator, by an argumentum ad ridiculuum
proposes an amendment to print the re-
ports of practically every organization in
the country, hoping that by——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I yield 2 additional minutes
to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Typincgs in the chair).

(Mr.
The Senator
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from Pennsylvania is recognized for 2
additional minutes.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator is hoping
that by such a snowfall of documents he
will be able to perform a “snow job” on
the report of the Rules Committee. I
am against the Senator’'s motion to print
the document of the John Birch Society,
and to print the documents of other
organizations, and that the reports be
printed and incorporated under the laws
of Congress, for the most part. It is not
manifest to this Congress and was not
considered by the Rules Committee.
There is involved only $2,557 with which
the Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion would like their report printed for
the 67th time.

I do not believe that this move should
be taken to keep these ladies from hav-
ing their reports disseminated, merely
because someone wishes to join in the
general mockery of a patriotic organiza-
tion. I would rather take my side along
with the various patriotic organizations
of this country, even though I believe
that some of them do, at times, tolerate
speeches of the kind of far conservatism
which I myself do not accept. However,
their right to be heard, and their right
to continue printing, I believe, should be
preserved.

Therefore, I oppose the amendment of
my senior colleague, which I believe to
be ill considered, ill advised, ridiculous,
and otherwise not worthy of the con-
sideration of the Senate.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, how much time have I left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes remain to the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I con-
template following the recommendation
of the committee on this resolution. I
merely wish to point out the folly that
sometimes seems to prevail and domi-
nate the Senate in its consideration of
certain measures which come before it.

Approximately 10 days ago, the Sen-
ale passed a $18.5 billion bill in 2214
minutes without any changes in the
amount.

At the present moment, we have an
item of $2,557 and the Senate is going
to have a yea-and-nay vote upon it. I
do not know how much time has al-
ready been spent in debate.

Mr, CLARK. If the Senator will yield,
what makes the Senator believe that I
have asked for a yea-and-nay vote?

Mr, LAUSCHE. I have only 1 minute
to speak.

This is the finest example of the op-
eration of the Parkinson Law—2215%
minutes to spend $18.5 billion, and hours
to get approval to spend $2,557.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield, on my own
time, for a question?

What makes the Senator think that we
are going to have a yea-and-nay vote?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have been told that
there would be a yea-and-nay vote set
for 1:30 p.m. It is ridiculous. We can-



June 17, 1965

not justify 100 Senators spending hours
on this kind of item when, as I say, we
spent 22 minutes to pass an $18.5 bil-
lion bill 2 weeks ago.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield me

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say to the
Senator that the only agreement made
was that the Senate would vote at 1
o'clock.

Mr. CLARK. I have not the slightest
intention of asking for a yea-and-nay
vote., The Senator from Ohio is entirely
in error in that regard.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It has been assigned
a dignity and character never before
given to any measure since I came to the
Senate. A special notice was sent out
that on this $2,577 item all Senators were
notified that there would be a vote at
1:30. Never before has this happened in
my 8 years in the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All this
time is taken from the time of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARE. I yielded myself 15 sec-
onds, Mr. President, merely to ask the
Senator from Ohio a question. He went
on from there.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has taken it out of the time of the
Senator from Pennsylvania. The Chair
puts that interpretation upon it as to

who was yielding time.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. Presi-
dent——

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, how

much time does the Senator from Oregon
require?

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Five minutes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, on
the subject before us, of the printing of
the DAR report, I find it necessary to re-
spond to the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania, who made a great appeal that
because the DAR report has been pub-
lished at Government expense since 1889,
we should not now refuse it.

I contend that we are not living in
1889, that many things we did then have
been changed in the interim.

The Senator from Pennsylvania stated
that we were trying to gag the DAR in
publishing its report. We have no inten-
tion whatsoever of gagging them. They
can go ahead and publish the report at
their own expense. In fact, the DAR
magazine spends $56,823 every year in
publishing a monthly magazine. Con-
sequently, they can well afford the ad-
ditional $2,000 the Senate is now con-
sidering

The point is not the money. The point
is that this is giving the report the dig-
nity of a Government imprimatur, which
is a document we are all proud of, and
which we are all delighted to have pub-
lished with the greaf seal of the United
States upon it.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
copy of the report. I venture to say that
Senators speaking in favor of the pro-
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posal have not read it as thoroughly as
I have.

The flrst seven or eight pages are
merely a repetition of each year’s act of
incorporation, and publicity for the pres-
ent authors.

Inasmuch as I have been told, ever
since I came to Congress, that this is a
great patriotic document, I went through
it completely to find out whether a
schoolchild reading it would feel more
jmpelled to be a loyal American citizen
than he was before he read it.

What was patriotic about the docu-
ment?

Let me pick it up at this point. I have
made no notes, but will just pick out at
random a few items, such as the report of
the president general:

In speaking of State conferences the presi-
dent general would feel remiss if she did not
pay a compliment to these outstanding, con-
structive meetings, and the inspiration and
stimulation gained therefrom.

Mr, President, I continued to read, but
found nothing to indicate what that in-
spiration and stimulation was.

The report of the first vice president
general reads, in part:

An enjoyable visit was made to the capital
of Delaware to join the district daughters to
make a historic tour of some of the fine old
buildings.

Here is the report of the chaplain gen-
eral:

It was a pleasure to attend the session held
by the DAR Museum Events Committee,

I am picking these items out at ran-
dom, Mr. President. They are typical of
the entire report. I went on and found
that Douglas MacArthur was a great
American so they sent him flowers dur-
ing his last illness.

Finally, I thought that when I came to
the treasurer general’s report I would
find that they were in dire circum-
stances, which was why the Government
had to print the report.

Quite the opposite was the case as
shown by a reading of the report of their
income.

The report of the Registrar General
states:

Work has been progressing slowly on our
microfilm project. Please label your contri-
butions to this project very plainly “Regis-
trar General microfilm fund.”

The report of the historian general
should have brought on——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Oregon has
expired.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield 2
more minutes to the Senator from Ore-
gon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
2 additional minutes. .

Mrs. NEUBERGER. The report
states:

To the continuing collection of the origl-

nal signatures of our First Ladies, we are
happy to add that of Lady Bird Johnson.

On and on and on in that vein goes the
report.

It sounded to me much like the min-
utes of a meeting of my sorority, in
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which there is no more inspirational ma-
terial than in what I have just read.

Now I come to the report of the indi-
vidual States. Let me pick one out at
random.

The report of the California State re-
gion states:

Contributions to DAR schools amount to
$4,083 in cash and £4,776 in clothing and
gifts.

It continues on in simildr vein. Here
is the one on Massachusetts. I thought
I had found some patriotic material, be-
cause they had an essay contfest, which
is a very noble thing for the DAR to
sponsor, but nowhere are any of the
essays printed to show why this was such
a great contribution. I do not know
what the Massachusetts children wrote
their essays about, or what the DAR con-
sidered to be worthy.

In another place there were awards to
good citizens, but what they had done to
get the awards, I do not know.

This report is nothing more than the
minutes of reports from various indi-
viduals in the DAR.

I try not to be destructive of the whole
report; but I do find one item which I
could commend.

That is the report of the conservation
committee.

Mr, President, I do not deem this re-
port worthy of Government printing.

Mr. CLARK. How much time have I

?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Pennsylvania has 7
minutes remaining.

Mr. CLARK., Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
when I first noticed that this matter was
before us, I was somewhat amused. I
recalled, when the new national head-
quarters building of the Daughters of
the American Revolution was being con-
structed, but not quite completed, the
president of that organization, a rather
well compressed lady, addressed the
Daughters of the American Revolution,
who were gathered here in Washington,
and said, “I am awe inspired by these
girdles all around me.” She was, of
course, referring to the girders of the
building. I was quite amused.

Mr. President, I have in my hand a
copy of what is proposed to be printed
at Government expense. All this is pro-
posed to be printed at Government ex-
pense, at a time when the distinguished
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY] is complaining about the
high cost of printing the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp. I find a reference here to the
State of Ohio, which is perhaps similar
to references relating to other States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CLARK. I yield 1 more minute to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Here is a report
of the part that the Ohio Daughters of
the American Revolution have oversub-
scribed their project to renovate “a first-
floor bathroom in the all-States dormi-
tory at Tamasee'” and the “sealing of the
walls of the Heaume Teacherage,” and
so forth.
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These are fair examples from this huge
bundle of papers that I hold in my hand.
There is no reason why this should be
printed at Government expense. It is
true that the articles of incorporation of
the DAR require that the society make
an annual report to the Secretary of the
Smithsonian Institution. The Secretary,
in turn, is required to advise Congress of
any portions of the report which may
be of national interest or importance.
There is absolutely no requirement that
taxpayers’ money be used to print the
report.

There is a great deal of drivel here of
no national interest or importance what-
ever. We have an opportunity to vote
against it and save the taxpayers the
$2,557 that is involved. It has been the
custom in the past to approve the print-
ing of the DAR report without question,
perhaps because it involved only $2,000
or $3,000. This manifests a disregard for
fiscal responsibility. In the DAR re-
port which I have here, it is stated that
“a sound dollar and fiscal responsibility
are reasons for continued national se-
curity and freedom.”

Mr. President, we should reject this
resolution and let the Daughters of the
American Revolution know that the U.S.
Senate is just as interested in fiscal re-
sponsibility as they are.

The ultraconservative ladies who con-
trol this organization have consistently
opposed most beneficent legislation for
the welfare of the American people.
However, they do not object to an uncon-
scionable waste of taxpayers’ money on
the absolutely unnecessary printing of
their own annual report.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point an excerpt from
the committee report.

There being no objection, the excerpt
from the committee report (No. 200)
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REPORT
[To accompany S. Res. 107]

The Committee on Rules and Administra-
tlon, having considered an original resolu-
tion (S. Res. 107) to print as a Senate
document the 67th Annual Report of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
(Mar. 1, 1963-Mar. 1, 1964), report favorably
thereon and recommend that the resolution
be agreed to by the Senate.

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by the
Public Printer, is as follows:

To print as a Senate document (1,500

e e R S e $2, 557

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a copy of the resolutions of
the 74th Continental Congress of the
National Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE 74TH CONTINEN=
TAL CONGRESS, NATIONAL SocIETY, DAUGH-
TERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION, APRIL
19-23, 1965

REDEDICATION

Whereas for 76 years the National Soclety
of the Daughters of the American Revolution
has developed spiritual strength and grown
in membership dedicated to the goal of the
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preservation of the republican form of gov-
ernment under the Constitution of the
United States which guarantees to every cit-
izen opportunity, justice, and freedom; and

Whereas through the society's educational,
patriotic, and historical programs, a deeper
love of country, and loyalty to its funda-
mental principles, and appreciation of Amer-
ican citizenship have been inculcated upon
the hearts of thousands of children and
adults:

Resolved, That, in this diamond jubilee
year, the members of the Daughters of the
American Revolution rededicate themselves
to hold fast to those traditions and principles
which have made this Nation great and, with
steadfastness of purpose and undying faith
in a free America under God, forge new links
in the chain of our national strength with
each generation,

PRESIDENTIAL PRAYER BREAKFAST

‘Whereas a strong bellef in the divine prov-
idence of God and reliance upon His Power
and will, invoked in prayer, inspired and sus-
tained the founders in their effort to estab-
lish this “Nation under God”; and

Whereas the Presidential prayer breakfast
held annually in Washington was inaugu-
rated by leaders of the groups in the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives of the
Congress of the United States who meet
weekly for prayer breakfasts:

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press to the President of the United States,
Lyndon B. Johnson, as the leading partici-
pant in the annual Presidential prayer break-
fast, to the leaders of the groups in the Ben-
ate and in the House of Representatives and
to the Members of the Congress of the United
States who meet weekly for prayer breakfasts,
appreciation for this example of belief in the
importance of spiritual values in the guid-
ance of those upon whom rest the decisions
for government of this great “one Nation
under God.”

AMERICAN HISTORY—TEXTBOOKS—PATRIOTIC
EDUCATION

Whereas education is one of the principal
objectives of the National S8ociety, Daughters
of the American Revolution; and

Whereas it is the duty of every citizen to
know the principles upon which this Nation
was founded: freedom, equality, justice, and
humanity; a democracy in a republic; a gov-
ernment of the people, by the people, and for
the people; and

Whereas J. Edgar Hoover has sald that the
battlefield for the minds of men may well
be staged in the classrooms of the Nation;
and

Whereas it Is the responsibility of the
adult population to concern itself with the
education of youth and to screen the text-
books and pamphlets from which these chil-
dren are taught; and

Whereas the preparation and the attitude
of the teacher are essential factors in the
educational system;

Resolved, That the members of the Na-
tional Society, Daughters of the American
Revolution, show such interest in the text-
books, pamphlets, visual aids, and other
source material used in the classrooms as
to be certain that there is, in the manner
of presentation, a positive approach to
stimulating a feeling of patriotism for our
country;

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
that the principles of the Founding Fathers
and the political processes of our Govern-
ment be reemphasized in all levels of educa-
tion and be made a requisite in the prepara-
tion for the teaching profession.

LAW AND ORDER

Whereas during the past decade the United
States has experienced an alarming increase
in lawlessness of all kinds, especially crimes
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of violence against innocent snd defenseless
citizens; and

Whereas disrespect for authority and law
enforcement is shown by the increase of as-
saults on police who, with rare exceptions,
perform their duties courageously, effectively,
and with disregard for their own safety;
and

Whereas the maintenance of law and order
is the most basic duty of Government; and

Whereas this alarming prevalence of crime
is undermining values which Americans hold
dear and which our Constitution and the
Government were designed to protect and
preserve; and

Whereas this situation can be and will be
rectified only when an aroused citizenry
determines to take action necessary to bring
about a restoration of law and order;

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, call
upon all loyal and patriotic Americans to
extend support and gratitude to law enforce-
ment officers in their efforts to maintain law
and order, and to pledge their unyielding
efforts to restore domestic peace, that once
again the people of the United States may
enjoy the blessing of living in a soclety gov-
erned by just laws, enacted and interpreted
in accordance with the Constitution, and
which are impartially administered.

DISPLAY OF STATE FLAGS

Whereas the 10th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States provides that
“the powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by
it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people”; and

Whereas the stars of the flag of the United
States of America are symbols of the sov-
erelgnty of the 50 States; and

Whereas the State flags are a reminder of
the status of individual States as separate,
sovereign powers vested in the people; and

Whereas as stated by the Supreme Court,
the preservation of the States and the main-
tenance of their governments are as much
within the deslgn and care of the Constitu-
tion as the preservation of the Union and the
maintenance of the Federal Government:

Resolved, That the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
the members of the State societles to en-
courage State and local governments, as well
as private individuals and organizations, to
display State flags with the flag of the
United States of America to symbolize, not
only the sovereignty of the States, but also
the vital role of each in the Union of the
SBtates within a Republic.

SUPFORT STRENGTHENING OF THE IMMIGRATION
AND NATIONALITY ACT

Whereas the Natlonal Soclety, Daughters
of the American Revolution, has consistently
supported the Immigration and Natlonality
Act and the national origins quota principle
and has conducted an effective program of
aid to aliens seeking to become citizens, has
published and distributed since 1921 more
than 9 milllon free coples of a Manual
for Citizenship, presented Americanism med-
als to adult naturalized citizens who have
demonstrated outstanding qualities of lead-
ership, trustworthiness, service, and patriot-
ism; and

Whereas there have been 10 major amend-
ments of the Immigration and Nationality
Act over a 12-year period and the public rec-
ord shows that approximately 300,000 immi-
grants have been admitted annually during
the past decade, with only one-third of those
admitted coming in under established gquo-
tas and the remaining two-thirds entering
either as nonquota immigrants or through
emergency legislation which bypassed the
Immigration and Nationality Act; and

‘Whereas new liberalizing proposals would
agaln greatly increase numbers of immi-
grants to be assimilated into our culture, in-
evitably increase unemployment and place
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an. additional burden on our costly publie
welfare programs; and

Wnerega liberalizing proposals include the
establishment of an Executive appointed
Immigration Board which would have dele-
gated authority (properly the exclusive pre-
rogative of Congress) which would override
the present Joint Congressional Committee
on Immigration and Nationallty Policy as au-
thorized under present law:

Resolved, That the Natlonal Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, con-
tinue to support a strengthened Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act and national ori-
gins quota principle with continued control
of a selective immigration policy by Congress
which will serve first our national self-
interest as do the immigration laws of all
other natlons,

THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Whereas the Constitution of the United
States of America provides for the election of
the President and Vice President by a number
of electors equal to the whole number of
Senators and Representatives to which each
State is entitled and directs that the electors
shall make distinet lists of all persons voted
for as President and Vice President, and the
number of votes for each; and

Whereas since 1832, the majority of States
has presented to the voters a predetermined
bloe of electors, resulting in the present unit
rule, which deprives the minority in every
State of representation in the final electoral
tally, actually adds the minority vote in each
State to the majority vote of that State, con-
centrates power in the larger States, and has
resulted in gross inequities, depriving the
people of their sovereign rights; and

‘Whereas it is already within the power of
the several States to abolish the inherent in-
equities of unit rule by providing for the
electlon of electors in each congressional dis-
trict, with the two electors representing its
U.S. Senators elected at large; and

Whereas any constitutional amendment
which would abolish the electoral college
while continuing the unit rule for the total
electoral vote to which each State is entitled
would perpetuate and write into the Consti-
tution inequities never contemplated by its
authors:

Resolved, That the National BSoclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, sup~
port the electoral college as a vital check and
balance in the Constitution of the United
States of America, urge its membership to
seek an end to unit rule for the electoral vote
in each State and the substitution of voting
for electors by districts, In conformity with
the original practice under the Constitution.

DISARMAMENT

Whereas the preamble of the test ban
treaty, ratified and signed by the United
States of America, declares that the prin-
cipal aim of the contracting parties is “the
speediest possible achievement of an agree-
ment on general and complete disarmament
under strict international controls,” which
program could result only in world govern-
ment with subsequent loss of sovereignty and
the freedoms secured by the Constitution;
and

Whereas despite the war in Vietnam, and
the fact that there is no evidence that the
Communists have abandoned their goal of
world dominion, this Natlon recently au-
thorized funds for the U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency thereby persisting
in its drive toward disarmament; and

Whereas the United States appears to have
embarked on a program of unilateral dis-
armament Iincluding cutbacks of foreign
bases, phasing out of the manned bomber
program, and cancellation of production of
new weapons systems, thereby weakening
American security:

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
a strong military posture capable of defend-
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ing this Nation from all enemies, and warn
that complete and general disarmament can
result only in a socialistic one world govern-
ment.

FISCAL POLICY AND THE MONETARY SYSTEM

Whereas national solvency is essential to
continued American freedom, and the pres-
ervation of the free world economy hinges on
the soundness of the dollar which has de-
clined in value by more than 50 percent over
a 30-year period; and

Whereas almost continuous deficlt spend-
ing by the Federal Governmen* has under-
mined faith abroad in the dollar and forced
the United States to remove the gold reserves
previously held as backing for Federal Re-
serve deposits in order to make this gold
available for foreign claims, which are the
result of persistent U.S. deficits in the inter-
national balance of payments; and

Whereas the United States Is endeavoring
to stem the flow of gold, without acknowledg-
ing that the root of its trouble is excessive
Federal spending:

Resolved, That the Natlonal Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press firm conviction that the fiscal solvency
of the Nation can be assured only by bal-
anced budgets, curtailed foreign spending,
and maintenance of adequate gold reserves
behind the currency.

LEGISLATIVE REAPPORTIONMENT

Whereas article IV, section 4, of the Con=-
stitution of United States of America pro-
vides, in part, “The United States shall
guarantee every State in the Nation a
republican form of government”; and

Whereas the reapportionment directive to
the State legislatures requires that they be
composed of representatives elected on the
principle of one man, one vote without re-
spect for previously regarded characteristics
stemming from each Btate’s distinet history,
distinct geography, distinct distribution of
population, and distinet political heritage,
thus eliminating the previous system of
checks and balances; and

Whereas the reapportionment directive al-
lows large cities to exercise excessive power
while agricultural, rural, and small town
regions would be without their constitu-
tlonal right of adequate representation:

Resolved, That the Natlonal Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
that appropriate effort be made to continue
the historic precedent of checks and bal-
ances Iin State legislatures established by
the Constitution of the United States of
America in order to protect the sovereign
rights of the States and of the people therein.

UNITED NATIONS GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Whereas article VI, section 2, of the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amerlca
provides that “all treaties made, or which
shall be made, under the authority of the
United States, shall be the supreme law of
the land; * * * anything in the Constitu-
tion or laws of any State to the contrary not-
withstanding”; and

Whereas, despite varying pressures over a
15-year period, the Senate of the United
States has refused to ratify the U.N. Genocide
Convention (freaty), which fails in its pri-
mary purpose of preventing genocide among
nations, does not include persecution of po-
litical groups in its definition of “genocide”
and, by its terms, permits totalitarian coun-
tries to sign the convention with impunity;
and

Whereas contrary to general opinion, the
United Nations Genocide Convention 1is
directed toward individuals rather than na-
tions and opens a new concept of interna-
tional law whereby domestic crimes would be
converted to international crimes by treaty
law; and

Whereas the convention offers a threat to
a free people since it does not define what
constitutes “causing serious mental harm to
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a group,” for which crime American citizens
would be exposed to possible arrest, extradi-
tion and trial before an “international penal
tribunal” without benefit of rights secured
by the Constitution:

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution,
commend the Senate of the United States for
its wisdom and restraint in thus far refusing
to ratify the United Natlons Genoclde Con-
vention, and express the hope that the Sen-
ate will steadfastly continue to protect the
American people from the dangers of treaty
law.

COMBATING COMMUNISM AND COMMUNIST
PROPAGANDA

Whereas subversive propaganda is dis-
seminated by segments of the communica~
tions media, and by misguided persons as
well as active Communists and sympathizers;
and

Whereas speclal targets of the Communists
are youth, religious, and minority groups;
and

Whereas authoritative information on the
tactics, methods, semantics, and objectives
of world communism is essential to under-
standing and combating its false propa-
ganda:

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
its members to study available reliable in-~
formation on Communist techniques and
objectives, including officlal Government re-
ports of the Senate Internal Security Sub-
committee, the House Committee on Un-
American Activities, and other material ex-
posing the Communist conspiracy, in order
to be alert to its insidlous plans and influ-
ences:

Resolved, That the Natlional Soclety
Daughters of the American Revolution, urge
its members to work for the enforcement of
the Internal Security Act of 1950, which was
designed to provide greater protection for
our Natlon and our citizens agalnst Com-
munists and Communist organizations.

REGULATION OF FOREIGCN COMMERCE

Whereas article I, section 8, paragraph 3
of the Constitution of the United States of
America defining powers of Congress states,
“The Congress shall have power to regulate
foreijgn commerce, * * *"; and

Whereas the constitutional responsibility
of Congress to regulate our foreign trade was
surrendered in 1934 to the executive branch
of Government through the Trade Agree-
ments Act, with authority to transfer such
responsibllity to an international agency
composed and competitive forelgn nations
sitting in Geneva, Switzerland; and

Whereas since 1947, the international
agency known as the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT), which was never
approved by Congress and In which the
United States has but one vote, has been
regulating our foreign commerce; and

Whereas present low tariffs have adversely
affected numerous American industries with
consequent loss of jobs of American workers;

Resolved, That the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, re-
iterate its previous support of the constitu-
tional principle that regulation of foreign
commerce rests with the Congress of the
United States of America.

APPRECIATION TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES
Resolved, That the Natlonal Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, as-
sembled for the T4th continental congress,
acknowledge the message from President
Lyndon B. Johnson with much appreciation
and thanks,
AFPPRECIATION TO MRS, LYNDON B. JOHNSON
Resolved, That the Natlonal Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press sincere thanks and appreciation to Mrs.
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Lyndon B. Johnson for the thoughtful in-
vitation to the White House during the 74th
continental congress and for her gracious
hospitality which made the visit memorable,
APPRECIATION TO THE SPEAKERS

Resolved, That the National BSociety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press warm apprecilation to the speakers, Mr.
Frank Taylor, Dr. Leonard Carmichael, Dr.
Howard Mitchell, Vice Adm. John S. MeCain,
Jr., Mrs. Mary G. Roebling, and the Honor-
able Albertis S. Harrlson, Governor of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, for their timely
messages that were a source of inspiration
and valuable information.

MUSICIANS

Resolved, That the National Soclety,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press sincere appreciation to the artists
whose musical talents enhanced the pleasure
of the congress and to the U.S. Service
Bands for their stirring musiec.

THANKS AND APPRECIATION TO NEWS MEDIA

Resolved, That the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press sincere appreciation to all news media
in the Washington area for the excellent re-
porting of the 74th DAR Continental Con-
gress with especial thanks to the Washing-
ton Post and the Evening Star for the out-
standing color features and comprehensive
coverage.

APPRECIATION TO THE STAFF

Resolved, That the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press grateful appreciation to the entire per-
sonnel cf the staff for their faithful and
loyal service in every department of the
organization.

COURTESY RESOLUTION

Resolved, That the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution, ex-
press gratitude to:

The pages for their untiring service.

The large number of individual members
who planned and contributed to the success
of the T4th continental congress.

The policemen and firemen for thelr at-
tention to all matters pertaining to our
protection and safety.

APPRECIATION TO THE PRESIDENT GENERAL

Resolved, That we, the Daughters of the
American Revolution, in this 74th conti-
nental congress assembled, express to Mrs.

V. H. Duncan, president general,
our deep appreciation for her untiring work
and effort for the betterment of our soclety;
our admiration for the efficlent and gracious
manner in which she conducted this con-
gress, and for her kindliness and considera-
tion of others at all times.

APPRECIATION TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE RESO-
LUTIONS COMMITTEE

Resolved, That the members of the T4th
continental congress, Daughters of the
American Revolution, express their deep and
sincere appreciation to Mrs. Elizabeth M.
Cox for her falthful and considerate leader-
ship and for her excellent work in fulfilling
the and difficult duties as chairman
of the resolutions committee.

- Mr., CLARK. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent that a list of the
corporations chartered by special act of
Congress be printed in the Recorp at this
point of my remarks.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

CORPORATIONS CHARTERED BY SPECIAL ACT OF
CONGRESS
Agricultural Hall of Fame.
U.S. Agricultural Society.
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Assoclation for the Prevention of Cruelty

Animals.
Archaeological Institute of America.
ARTS AND SCIENCES
(See also Education)
Academy of Music of Washington, D.C.
American Academy in Rome,
American Academy of Arts and Letters,
The American National Theater
Academy.
American Symphony Orchestra League.
Columbian Institute for the Promotion of
Arts and Sclences.
Trustees of the Corcorar. Gallery of Art.
National Academy of Art.
National Academy of Sciences.
National Committee on Radliation Protec-
tion and Measurements.
National Conservatory of
America.
The National Gallery and School of Arts.
The National Institute for the Promotion
of Sclence.
National Institute of Arts and Letters.
National Musie Council.
Smithsonian Institution.
BANKS
Bank of Columbia.
Central Bank of Georgetown & Wash-
ington.
Export-Import Bank of Washington.
Farmers’ & Mechanics' Bank of George-
town.
Parmers' Bank of Alexandria.
Franklin Bank of Alexandria.
Freedman’s Savings & Trust Co.
Joint Stock Co. of the Young Men's Chris-
tlan Assoclation.
Mechanics' Bank of Alexandria.
National Safe Deposit Co. of Washington.
National Safe Deposit, Savings & Trust Co.
of the District of Columbia.
National Barings Bank of the District of
Columbia.
Patriotic Bank of Washington.
President and directors of the Bank of the
Metropolis.
President and directors of the Bank of
Washington.
President and directors of the Union Bank
of Georgetown.
President, director and company of the
Bank of Alexandria.
President, directors and company of the
Bank of Potomae.
President, directors and company of the
Bank of the United States.
Second Export-Import Bank of Washing-
ton.
Union Bank of Alexandrla.

Washington City Savings Bank,
BENEVOLENT, CHARITABLE, ETC., ASSOCIATIONS
(See also Fraternal orders orphanages)

Agricultural Hall of Fame.

Aviation Hall of Fame. I

Benevolent Christian Assoclation of Wash-
ington City.

Big Brothers of America.

Board of Children’s Guardians (for the
District of Columbia).

Colored Catholic Male Benevolent Soclety.

Colored Union Benevolent Assoclation.

Eastern Star Home of the District of Co-
Ilumbia.

Edes Home.

Ellen Wilson Memorial Homes,

German Benevolent Society.

Guardian Society.

Home for the Relief of Friendless Women
and Children.

Howard Institute and Home.

Louise Home, Trustees of the.

Masonic and Eastern Star Home of the
District of Columbia.

Metropolitan Police Rellef Assoclation of
the Distriet of Columbia.

National Association for the Rellef of Des-
titute Colored Women and Children.
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National Florence Crittenton Mission.

Near East Rellef.

News-boys’ Home of Washington City.

Provident Association of Clerks.

Washington City Benevolent Society.

‘Washington Temperance Society of Wash-
ington City and the District of Columbia.

Young Men's Christlan Assoclation of the
city of Washington.

Young Woman’s Christian Home, trustees

BRIDGES

(See also Roads)
Arkansas-Mississippl Bridge Commission,
Calro Bridge Commission.
City of Clinton Bridge Commission.
City of Dubuque Bridge Commission.
Louisiana-Vicksburg Bridge Commission.
Memphis and Arkansas Bridge Commission,
Muscatine Bridge Commission.
Navy Bridge Co.
Niagara Falls Bridge Commission.
North River Bridge Co.
Owensboro Bridge Commission,
Port Arthur Bridge Commission.

Sabine Lake Bridge and Causeway
Authority.
Washington Bridge Co.

White County Bridge Commission.
BUSINESS ENTERPRISES, GENERALLY
(See District of Columbia and United States)
Canals

Alexandria Canal Co.

Inland & Seaboard Coasting Co. of the
District of Columbia.

Lake Erie & Ohio River Ship Canal Co.

Maritime Canal Co. of Nicaragua.

National Bolivian Navigation Co.

Potomac Ferry Co.

Washington & Boston Steamship Co.

Washington Canal Co.

Washington Mall Steamboat Co.

Cemeteries

Glenwood Cemetery in the District of
Columbia.

Mount Olivet Cemetery Co.

Oak Hill Cemetery Co.

Prospect Hill Cemetery, in the District of
Columbia.

National Child Labor Committee.

National Conference on Citizenship.

CLUBS
(See also Fraternal orders)

Boys Scouts of America.

Boys' Clubs of America.

Congressional Club.

Future Farmers of America.

General Federation of Women’s Clubs.

Girl Scouts of the United States of America.

Colleges: See Educational institutions.

Cooperatives: See Banks,

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS ENTERPRISES
Citizens' Bullding Co. of Washington City.
Georgetown Gaslight Co.

Georgetown Water Co.

Metropolitan Mining & Manufacturing Co.
of the District of Columbia.

Ploneer Manufacturing Co. of Georgetown,
District of Columbia.

Union Gas-Light Co. of the District of
Columbia,

Washington, Alexandria, & George Town
Bteam Packet Co.

Washington Gas Light Co.

Washington Sanitary Housing Co.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: GOVERNMENT

Girls' Reform School of the District of
Columblia.

Mayor, alderman and Common Council of
the City of Washington.

Mayor and Council of the City of Wash-
ington.

Mayor, Board of Aldermen, and Board of
Common Council, of the City of Washing-
ton.

Redevelopment Land Agency.

Unemployment Compensation Board.



June 17, 1965

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

American Chemical Society.

American Social Sclence Assoclation.

American University.

Board for Fundamental Education.

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching.

Carnegle Institute of Washington.

Catholic University of America.

Columbia Institution for the Deaf.

Columbia Institution for the Instruction
of the Deaf and Dumb, and the Blind.

Columbian College in the District of Co-
Iumbia.

Columbis University of Washington, Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Convention of American Instructors of the

Deaf.
Gallaudet College.

General Education Board (of the District
of Columbia).

George Washington University.

Georgetown College,

Georgetown Lancaster School Soclety.

Gonzaga College.

Howard Institution of the Clty of Wash-
ington.

Howard University.

Institution for the Education of Colored
Youth,

Mechanic Rellef Society of Alexandria.

National Education Association of the
United States.

National Fund for Medical Education.

National Institute of Social Sciences.

National University.

Southeastern University.

Trinlty College of Washington, District of
Columbia.

Washington College of Law, Washington,
D.C.

National Fair Assoclation of the District
of Columbia.

Natlonal Falr Grounds Assoclation,

Soclety of American Florlsts and Orna-
mental Horticulturists,

FRATERNAL ORDERS

American Cross of Honor.

Hungarian Reformed Federation of
America.

Great Council of the United States of
the Improved Order of Red Men.

Grand Lodge of the Independent Order of
Odd Fellows of the District of Columbia.

The Imperial Palace, Dramatic Order of
Knights of Ehorassan.

Enights of Pythias.

Trustees of the Grand Encampment of
Knights Templar.,

Masonic Hall Association of the District of
Columbia.

Masonic Temple Assoclation of the District
of Columbia.

Supreme Council (Mother Council of the
World) of the Inspectors General Enights
Commanders of the House of the Temple of
Solomon of the Thirty-Third Degree of
the Anclent and Accepted Scottish Rite of
Free Masonry of the Southern Jurisdiction
of the United States of America.

Freehold Land and Emigration Co.

The National German-American Alliance
of the United States of Amerlca.

HISTORICAL AND LITERARY ASSOCIATIONS

Amerlcan Historlcal Association.

Columbia Library of Capitol Hill, in the
City of Washington,

Columbia’s Library for Young Men.

Columbian Library Company in George-
town.

East Washington Library Association.

Frederick Douglass Memorial and Histor-
ical Association.

National Trust for Historlc Preservation in
the United States.

Naval History Soclety.

B8t. Thomas' Literary Soclety.

Washington Library Company.
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HOSPITALS

American Hospital in Paris.

Columbia Hospital for Women and Lying-
in Asylum.

Directors of the General Hospital of the
District of Columbia.

Providence Hospital.

Washington General Hospital and Asylum
of the District of Columbia.

HOTELS

Capital Hotel Co.

Continental Hotel Co.

National Hotel Co., in the City of Wash-
ington, in the District of Columbia.

Inebriate Asylum of the District of Colum-
bia.

INSURANCE

Acaclia Mutual Life.

Columbian Insurance Co. of Alaxandria.

Fire Insurance Co. of Alexandria,

President and Directors of the Firemen's
Insurance Co. of Washington and George-
town.

Franklin Insurance Co.

Masonic Mutual Life
District of Columbia.

Masonic Mutual Relief Assoclation of the
District of Columbia.

Mutual Fire Insurance Co. of the District
of Columbia.

Mutual Investment Fire Insurance Co. of
the District of Columbia.

Mutual Protection Fire Insurance Co. of
the District of Columbia.

National Capitol Insurance Co.

National Life Assurance & Trust Assocla-
tion.

Natlonal Life Insurance Co. of the United
States of Amerlca.

National Union Insurance Co. of Washing-
ton.

Potomac Fire Insurance Co. of Georgtown.

Potomac Insurance Co. of the District of
Columbia.

Potomac Insurance Co. of Georgetown.

Washington Insurance Co.

LEGAL SOCIETIES

American Soclety of International Law.
Foundation of the Pederal Bar Association.
Market Co., Washington.
MEDICAL ASSOCIATIONS
(See also Hosiptals)
Eclectic Medical Society of the District of
Columbia.
Group Hospitalization, Inc.
Medical Society of the District of Colum-
bia.
Assoclation of Military Surgeons of the
United States.
Post Graduate School of Mediclne of the
District of Columbia.
Washington Homeopathic Medical Society.

MEMORIALS AND CELEBRATIONS

Belleau Wood Memorial Association.

Centennial Board of Finance.

Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial Foundation,
Inec.

George Washington Bicentennial, District
of Columbia Commission.

Lincoln Monument Assoclation.

Luther Statue Association.

McKEinley Birthplace Memorial Association,

Roosevelt (Theodore) Memorial Associa-
tion.

United States International Commission
(for the New York Exposition in 1883).

Washington National Monument Society.

‘Women's Theodore Roosevelt Memorial As-
soclation.

Assoclation of the

MILITARY GROUPS
(See also Veterans)
Army and Navy Legion of Valor of the
United States of Amerleca, Inc.
Marine Corps League.

Military Chaplains Association of the
United States of America.
Naval Sea Cadet Corps.
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Navy Club of the United States of Amerlea,

Reserve Officers Assoclation of the United
States.

Music: See arts and sclences.

Newspaper: Evening Star Newspaper Co.
of Washington.

American Numismatic Assoclation.

ORPHANAGES

(See also Benevolent, charitable, ete.,
assoclations)

Female Orphan Asylum of Georgetown,
in the Distriet of Columbia.

Georgetown Free School and Orphan
Asylum.

German Orphan Asylum Assoclation of
the District of Columbia,

German Orphan Home of the District of
Columbia.

National Soldiers’ and Sallors’ Orphan
Home.

St. Ann's Infant Asylum.

Saint Joseph's Home and School.

8t. Joseph's Male Orphan Asylum.

SBaint Vincent's Home and School.

Baint Vincent's Orphan Asylum.

Washington City Orphan Asylum.

Washington Home for Foundlings.

Washington Hospital for Foundlings.

Washington's Manual Labor School and
Male Orphan Asylum Society of the District
of Columbia.

PATRIOTIC ORGANIZATIONS
(See also Veterans)

American War Mothers.

Blue Star Mothers of America.

Civil Air Patrol.

National Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution.

Daughters of Eighteen Hundred and
Twelve, National Soclety of United States.

Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republie,

National Women's Relief Corps, auxiliary
to the Grand Army of the Republic.

Natlonal Soclety of the Sons of the Amer-
ican Revolution.

RAILROADS

Anacostia & Potomac River Rallway Co.
of Washington City, Distriet of Columbia.

Anacostia & Potomac River Railway Co.

Atlantic and Pacific Rallroad Co.

Belt Rallway Co.

Brightwood Railway Co. of the District of
Columbia.

Capital Rallway Co.

Capital Traction Co.

Capital Transit Co.

Capitol, North O Street & South Wash-
ington Railway Co.

Choctaw, Oklahoma & Gulf Railroad Co,

City & Suburban Railway of Washington.

Columbia Rallway Co,

Connecticut Avenue & Park Railway Co.

District of Columbia Suburban Rallway Co.

East Washington Heights Traction Rallroad
Co. of the District of Columbia.

Eckington & Soldlers Home Rallway Co.
of the Distriet of Columblia.

Georgetown & Tennallytown Rallroad Co.
of the District of Columbia.

Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator & Rall-
way Co.

Maryland & Washington Rallway Co.

Metropolitan Rallroad Co.

National Junction Rallway Co.

Northern Pacific Railroad Co.

Panama Rallroad Co.

Rock Creek Rallway Co. of the District of
Columbia.

Texas & Pacific Rallway Co.

Texas Pacific Rallroad Co.

Union Pacific Railroad Co.

Utah & Northern Rallway Co.

Washington & Arlington Railway Co, of the
District of Columbia,

Washington & Georgetown Rallroad Co.

Washington & Great Falls Electric Rallway

Washington & Unlversity Rallway Co. of
the District of Columbia.
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Washington & Western Maryland Rallroad
Co.

Washington County Horse Railroad Co.

Washington Railway & Electric Co.

The American National Red Cross,

RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS

Alliance of Unitarian Women.

Assoclation of Universalist Women.

First Congregational Society of Washing-
ton.

Congregation of the First Presbyterian
Church of Washington.

King Theclogical Hall.

Lucy Webb Hays National Training School
for Deaconesses and Misslonaries.

Trustees of the Presbyterlan Congregation,
in Georgetown,

Protestant Episcopal Cathedral Foundation
of the District of Columbia.

Convention of the Protestant Episcopal
Church of the Diocese of Washington.

Roman Catholic archbishop of Washing-
ton (Patrick A. O'Boyle).

Brotherhood of St. Andrew.

Slsters of Charity of St. Joseph.

Sisters of Mercy in the District of Colum-
bia. i I

Bisters of the Visitation,

Slsters of the Visitation of Washington.

International Sunday School Association.

National Theological Institute and Uni-
versity.

Union Church of the Canal Zone.

ROADS

Alexandria & Leesburg Turnpike Co.

Columbia Turnpike Roads, president, di-
rector and company of.

Georgetown & Alexandria Turnpike Road.

Georgetown & Leesburg Turnpike Co.

Washington & Alexandria Turnpike Co.

National Safety Council.

Schools: See Educational institutions.

SPORTS

Little League Baseball, Inc.

United States Olympic Assoclation [Com-
mittee].

Washington Target-shooting Association.

Conference of State Societies, Washington,
D.C.

Steamship companies: See Canals.

Street railways: See Railroads.

Telegraph Company, Loomis Aerial.

Transportation facilities: See Bridges,
canals, railroads, roads.

TU.S. AGENCIES

(NoTte: Under this heading are organiza-
tions chartered for purposes of carrylng out
a variety of different functions of the Gov-
ernment.)

Central Bank for Cooperatives.

Commodity Credit Corporation.

Communications Satellite Corporation.

Cordova Bay Harbor Improvement and
Town-Site Co.

Corporation of Foreign Security Holders.

Disaster Loan Corporation.

Flectric Home and Farm Authority.

Export-Import Bank of Washington.

Farmers' Home Corporation.

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation.

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation.

Federal National Mortgage Association,

Federal Prison Industries.

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Cor-
poration.

Federal SBurplus Commodities Corporation,

Home Owners' Loan Corporation.

Inland Waterways Corporation.

Institute of Inter-American Affairs.

Reconstruction Finance Corporation.

Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-
poration.

Second Export-Import Bank of Washing-

n.

Smaller War Plants Corporation.
Tennessee Valley Authority.
Textile Foundation.

U.8. Housing Authority.
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U.S. Shipping Board (Emergency) Mer-
chant Fleet Corporation.
Virgin Islands Corporation.
War Finance Corporation.
VETERANS
(See also military groups)
American Legion.
AMVETS

Blinded Veterans Assoclation, Ine.

Congressional Medal of Honor Soclety of
the United States of America.

Disabled American Veterans (of the World
War).

Grand Army of the Republic.

Jewish War Veterans, U.S.A., National
Memorial, Ine.

Military Order of the Purple Heart of the
United States of America,

National Asylum for Disabled Volunteer
Soldiers.

National Home for Disabled Volunteer
Soldiers.

National Military and Naval Asylum for
the Rellef of the Totally Disabled Officers
and Men of the Volunteer Forces of the
United States.

National Yeomen F.

Society of the Army of Santiago de Cuba,

Soldiers' and Sailors’ Union of the City of
Washington, D.C.

Sons of Union Veterans of the Civil War,

United Spanish War Veterans (of the Dis-
trict of Columbia).

United States Blind Veterans of the World
War.

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States.

Veterans of World War I of the United
States of America, Ine.

Zoological Soclety, Washington.

Mr. CLARK. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
Daughters of the American Revolution
is a fine, patriotic organization. I am
sure that we all are aware of it and that
the entire country is aware of it also. I
know it personally from attending one
of their conventions and hearing a highly
patriotic and moving speech by Dan
Smoot. I should like to ask the Senator
from Pennsylvania if any other national
organizations have their annual reports
printed and paid for by the taxpayers of
the country.

Mr. CLAREK. There are a few, but very
few. The Senator from North Carolina
has already put the list in the REcorbp.
There are perhaps a half dozen. How-
ever, there are about 300 federally char-
tered corporations which do not have
their annual reports so printed.

Mr. BARTLETT. I did not know that
any other organizations had their reports
printed by the Government. I can think
of fine organizations in Alaska that make
annual reports of some kind. The Pio-
neers of Alaska, and the Alaska Native
Brotherhood are composed of fine and
upstanding Indians and Eskimos.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I modify
my amendment to include the organiza-
tions mentioned by the Senator from
Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator modifies his amendment accord-
ingly.

Mr. BARTLETT. There is also the
Alaska Native Sisterhood.

Mr. CLARK. I ask that that organi-
zation also be added to my amendment,
and that it be modified in that respect.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator modifies his amendment ac-
cordingly.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am not so sure
that these organizations should be added,
because they are able to pay for the
printing expense involved in connection
with the publishing of their annual re-
ports, even though they may be federally
chartered. However, I cannot under-
stand where all this originated. I do not
believe the taxpayers should be under-
obligation to meet thiz expense.

Mr. CLARK. If the Senator from
North Carolina is prepared to yield back
the remainder of his time, I am prepared
to do likewise.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
am not prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I yield 2 minutes
of my time to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr., SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield
briefly?

Mr. THURMOND. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the resolution.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
cannot escape the conclusion that the
opposition to the pending proposal is no
more than a poorly veiled frontal assault
on the National Society of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution., It
seems obvious that the attack stems from
the very strong and commendable posi-
tions taken by the society on the many
vital issues that confront our country
today. The opposition to printing the
67th annual report of the society cer-
tainly cannot be based on the cost in-
volved. The sum, estimated by the Pub-
lic Printer at $2,557, is virtually infini-
tesimal by every standard used in the
Senate. On many occasions legislation
authorizing the expenditure of millions,
or even billions, is passed by the Senate
with hardly a second thought.

The National Society of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution was in-
corporated by act of Congress in 1896,
and since the 55th Congress, it has been
customary to print their annual report
as a Senate document. Although this
is not authorized by law, many other
noteworthy items are printed as Senate
documents from time to time, in the
same manner—pursuant to a Senate
resolution.

The Daughters of the American Revo-
lution are often subjected to unjust abuse
from some segments of the press and
from some other quarters. This abuse,
which occasionally borders upon outright
vilification, takes the form of personal
attacks upon both the leaders and mem-
bers of the society, and upon the posi-
tions reflected by resolutions adopted at
their meetings. I have many friends
among the members of the society and
have been privileged to attend their
meetings. I know of no finer group in
America today.

The T4th Continental Congress of the
National Society of the Daughters of the
American Revolution met in Washington
in April of this year. During this meet-
ing they passed 13 resolutions, which it
has been my pleasure to have printed in
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the ConNGREsSSIONAL RECORD and appro-

priately referred. Mr. President, I know

of no more dedicated or patriotic orga-
nization in this country than the DAR,
as is exemplified in these 13 resolutions.

During the past 75 years, the DAR has

been in the forefront of efforts in this

counfry to promote educational, patri-
otic, and historical programs. These ef-

forts have been designed to foster a

strong sense of dedication in our country

to the great and immutable principles of

Government which have made our Na-

tion the greatest the world has ever

known.

In my judgment, the DAR does not
need defending. I am happy, neverthe-
less, to support the pending resolution to
print as a Senate document their 67th
annual report, as has been recommended
by the Senate Committee on Rules and
Administration.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President,
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania has 1 minute
remaining.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, there are
some comic overtones to this situation.
I am under no illusion as to what the
patriotic Members of the Senate are
about to do with respect to both my
amendment and the proposal to spend
$2,500 to print this quite ridiculous re-
port.

I have nothing further to say, but I do
hope that someday, somehow, we will
stop this nonsense. If I have any time
remaining, I yield it back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, offered by the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania (putting the ques-
fion).

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I yield 1 minute to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the
Daughters of the American Revolution
is one of the very finest organizations in
this country.

To detail even in cursory fashion its
many accomplishments in behalf of the
country would take far, far more time
than we have here today under the con-
sent agreement.

The fact is, the accomplishments have
been many, and will no doubt eontinue
into the future. I support whole-
heartedly Senate Resolution 107, author-
izing the printing of the 67th Annual Re-
port of the National Society of the
Daughters of the American Revolution.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief
origin and history of the National Society
of the DAR, prepared by the Legislative
Reference Service of the Library of Con-
gress, be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the origin
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ORIGIN OF THE NATIONAL SOCIETY OF THE
DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION
When the news was telegraphed to various

papers, on April 30, 1890, that the Sons of the

American Revolution—at a general meeting

in Louisville, KEy—voted to exclude women

from membership in their organization, much
indignation was aroused among the latter
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and discussions began Immediately as to the
founding of a separate society for themselves.
On the very next day, May 1, 1890, Miss Eu-
genia Washington, a great grandniece of
General Washington, proposed the plan to
Mrs. Flora Adams Darling, who heartily ap-
proved but thought that, inasmuch as many
of those supposed to be eligible were out of
town for the summer, action should be
deferred until September. Omn July 13 Mrs.
Mary Lockwood, a member of the press
association in Washington, published in the
Washington Post a reproduction of the his-
tory of Hannah Arnett, the Revolutionary
heroine, and concluded with this interro-
gation: “Where will the Sons and Daugh-
ters of the Revolution place Hannah Ar-
nett?"” Whereupon, on July 21, William O.
McDowell, a great-great-grandson of Hannah
Arnett, and one of the Sons of the American
Revolution, published in the same newspaper
an article in response, concluding with a for-
mal call for the organization of a National
Society for the Daughters of the American
Revolution.

There were several meetings durlng the
summer and much correspondence on the
subject. On October 11, 1890, a formal as-
sembly was held at the Strathmore Arms,
810 12th Street, Washington, D.C. The
gathering was an enthusiastic one, and 18
women expressed the wish to become mem-
bers. It was determined that the soclety
should be national, with headquarters in
Washington where their congress would
convene yearly in February, and that the
head of the new organization should be a
woman of national repute. A constitution
was provisionally adopted and officers elect-
ed—Mrs. Maroline Scott Harrison, wife of
the President of the United States, being
chosen president-general.

On October 18, 1890, the dark blue and
white of Washington's staff were chosen for
the soclety’s colors and “amor patriae” se-
lected for the soclety's motto. On Decem-
ber 11, 1890, the motto was changed to “home
and country.” A seal representing a woman
seated at a spinning wheel was first chosen
but is now modified to a golden spinning
wheel with distaff of silver. The latter de-
sign was patented by Dr. G. Brown Goode,
September 22, 1801, and transferred to the
soclety.

On March 20, 18981, the first chapter was
formed in Chicago. In April of the same
year the office of State regent was created.
The meetings of the national organization
were held during the first year at the home
of Mrs, Mary Virginia Ellet Cabell but later,
in various public halls in the city that were
large enough to accommodate the ever-in-
creasing membership. At first there was an
advisory board of gentlemen—all Sons of
the American Revolution—but all advisory
boards elected since 1894 have been made up
entirely of women. When the continental
congress convened in 1895, there were 44
State regents, 145 chapter regents, 33 dele-
gates on the credential list in addition to
the national officers, and a membership of
8,198. On December 2, 1895, the organiza-
tion was incorporated by act of Congress
under the name of the National Soclety of
the Daughters of the American Revolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may have
the opportunity of suggesting a brief
quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to Senate
Resolution 107. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuourericHT], the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Alas-
ka [Mr. GruewninG], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavpEn], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hirrl, the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lonc], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from Montana [Mr. METcALF], the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. MuskIe], and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE]
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CrURCHI, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Eastranp], the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Ken-
NEDY], the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. McInTYRE], the Senator from New
York [Mr. KEnneEDY], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MonTOYAl, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusserL], and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmaTHERS] is paired with the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Alaska would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Dom-
mNvIick], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
Fonel, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MIL-
LER], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. MunpT], and the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Proury] are absent on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN~-
LooPER], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs], and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are neces-
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. Dominick], the Senafor
from Hawaii [Mr. Fongl, the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER], the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MunbpTl,
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Prou-
TY], and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SarTonNsTALL] would each vote
llyea"’

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 9, as follows:

[No. 142 Leg.]
YEAS—64

Alken Cotton Kuchel
Allott Curtis Lausche
Anderson Dirksen Long, La.
Bass Dodd Magnuson
Bayh Ellender Mangfield
Bennett MecCarthy
Bible Fannin MecClellan
Boggs Harris McGovern
Brewster Hart Mondale
Burdick Hartke Monroney
Byrd, Va. Holland Morton
Byrd, W. Va. Murphy
Cannon Inouye Pastore
Carlson Jackson Pearson
Case Jordan, N.C Pell
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Randolph
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Ribicofl Sparkman Williams, N.J.
Robertson Stennis Williams, Del.
Russell, 8.C. Symington Yarborough
Scott Thurmond Young, N. Dak,
Simpson Tower
Smith Tydings
NAYS—9

Bartlett McGee Neuberger
Clark Moss Proxmire
Douglas Nelson Young, Ohlo

NOT VOTING—27
Church Hil Montoya
Dominick Javits Morse
Eastland Eennedy, Mass, Mundt
Fong Kennedy, N.Y. Muskie
Fulbright Long, Mo. Prouty
Gore tyre Russell, Ga.
Gruening McNamara Saltonstall
Hayden Metcalf Smathers
Hickenlooper Miller Talmadge

So the resolution (S. Res. 107) was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the sixty-seventh annual
report of the National Soclety of the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution for the year
ended March 1, 1964, be printed, with an
illustration, as a Senate document.

AUTHORITY FOR THE PRESIDENT
TO APPOINT GEN. WILLIAM F. Mc-
KEE (US. AIR FORCE, RETIRED),
TO THE OFFICE OF ADMINISTRA-
TOR OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION
AGENCY
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Senate

proceed to the consideration of Calendar

No. 264, HR. T7717.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be stated by title.

The LecistaTivE CLErK. A bill (H.R.
7777 to authorize the President to ap-
point Gen. William F. McEKee (U.S. Air
Force, retired) to the office of Admin-
istrator of the Federal Avation Agency.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

RECESS SUBJECT TO CALL OF THE
CHAIR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask, on behalf of the distinguished mi-
nority leader and myself, that the Sen-
ate stand in recess subject to the call of
the Chair for the purpose of having an
informal meeting with Colonels McDivitt
and White, and paying our respects and
appreciation for what they have accom-
plished.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

(At 1 o'clock and 22 minutes p.m.,,
the Senate took a recess subject to the
call of the Chair.)

On request of Mr. MANsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the proceedings dur-
ing the recess were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

“GEMINI 4” PROGRAM—VISIT TO
THE SENATE BY LT. COL. AND
MRS. JAMES A. McDIVITT, LT. COL.
AND MRS. EDWARD H. WHITE,
AND MR. AND MRS. CHARLES W.
MATHEWS
The VICE PRESIDENT. This is an

informal session—the best kind. May I,
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on behalf of the U.S. Senate, and the
people of the Nation, extend a very
hearty welcome to Colonel McDivitt, to
Colonel White, and to Mr. Mathews, who
was the mission director of this great
operation of Gemini 4; to Mrs. White,
to Mrs. Mathews, and to Mrs. McDivitt.
This is a wonderful team that we have
here, I know all of you are going to
want to meet them, and say hello to
them personally and privately. But I
just thought that, since we were in the
Senate, and this is the forum for speech-
making, it might not be a bad idea if we
would hear a word or two from the two
astronauts and possibly from the mis-
sion director.

I take the privilege of presenting to
this august body and to the occupants of
the gallery, one and all, the man who
was in charge of the space capsule and
who was the man who kept it in proper
orbit when one of them stepped out and
left him—Colonel McDivitt. [Applause.]

Colonel McDIVITT. Mr. Vice Presi-
dent and Senators: I suppose there have
been many words spoken in this room.
[Laughter.] As a matter of fact, I spoke
a few myself in the last couple of days.

I just do not know what to say to a
distinguished body lii:e this, except one
thing: I am very proud to be an Ameri-
can today. [Applause.l

The VICE PRESIDENT. Thank you,
Colonel McDivitt.

I think you would all like to know that
as we were riding down the streets here
today, people were shouting at him,
“Hurrah for Michigan and Illinois.”

He claims at least two or three States.

We had a wonderful time in Chicago,
where he was born, and where he has a
host of friends.

We also have with us a gentleman
from Texas and also from Washington,
D.C. That is Colonel White. He at-
tended the schools of the District of
Columbia. He is the son of General
White. This man needs no introduction
from me except to say that to be in his
presence is a joy second to none. Colonel
White. [Applause.]

Colonel WHITE. Mr. Vice President,
Senators, leaders of our country, and
friends: It is indeed a very great honor to
be here today. As we came into Wash-
ington, we were concerned about the
weather. We were told that it might
rain a little. But the weather was con-
trolled pretty well. Someone told us,
as we rode down Pennsylvania Avenue,
that it was raining. I think the warmth
of the people dried it all up; I did not feel
a drop. [Laughfer.]

I am here representing a very great
team who made the flight of Gemini 4
possible. I think really what I felt dur-
ing the last few days was that Jim and I
had the very great privilege of represent-
ing the people of America in the places
we have gone, and the feelings that have
been conveyed to us have been so warm
that they are difficult to describe.

Again, it is a great honor to be here.
Thank you very much. [Applause.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. I am sure
that our two distinguished astronauts
would be the first to say, as they have
said many times in recent days, that
their success was not due only to their
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own proficiency, skill, faith, and training.
These men are fine family men, men of
deep faith and conviction. I personally
believe they represent the living embodi-
ment of the harmony between faith and
sclence. These men have said repeat-
edly that their success was due to a
team—the team of the American people,
Government, industry, science, labor,
university people—one and all—Defense,
NASA, Congress. I think that they
would tell you, as they have before, that
the success of their flight was due to the
men in charge of the operation of
Gemini 3 and Gemini 4, Grissom and
Young, McDivitt and White.

I am happy to present a gentleman
who was born in Duluth, Minn. He went
from there to other places of equal fame.

I present Mr. Charles Mathews, Pro-
gram and Operational Director for
Gemini 4. [Applause.]

Mr. MATHEWS. Ladies and gentle-
men: Yes, I was born in Minnesota. Now
I reside in Texas. That ought to put me
in fairly good shape. [Laughter.]

Truly, a team effort was involved. I
represent the team. I am continuously
amazed with the ability of the various
elements of the program. It is spread
countrywide and represents many eche-
lons of our country. It is a marvel to
observe how well this group works to-
gether. When we get into operations,
during the development phases of the
program, it is difficult to tell a NASA
man from a Department of Defense man
or a McDonnell man or a Martin man.
I am deeply appreciative of how well this
group has welded itself together to per-
;loarén the excellent operations we have

On the other hand, we cannot go for-
ward with the program without the
encouragement of the many. I greatly
appreciate the encouragement and sup-
port that has been given the program
by Members of Congress. I thank you
sincerely for it. We could not get along
without it. Thank you. [Applause.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. Now we want
to have a word from the ladies. May I
first present Mrs. Pat McDivitt, the
mother of Mike, Patrick, and Anne—
three wonderful children. [Applause.l

May I next present Mrs. Pat White,
the mother of Bonnie and Edward, both
of whom, together with the three Mc-
Divitt children, as well, have been at the
‘White House today, where they received
an invitation from the President to spend
the evening at the White House, go to
the movies, go into the swimming pool—
get the whole works. [Laughter and
applause.]

Now I present Mrs. Charles Mathews,
the mother of Douglas and Betty Anne,
who likewise were at the White House
today. [Applause.]l

Betty Anne told me, “I am so excited.
I never believed it could ever happen to
me.” So you know how they feel.

Now, if every one of you wonderful
people will come down here and be
greeted, I know that everyone would like
to say hello. I believe that would be the
best way to do it. Would you like to
do it?

The distinguished visitors were greeted
by the Members of the Senate.
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At the conclusion of the ceremonies,
the Vice President escorted the guests of
honor from the Chamber.

At 1:50 p.m., the Senate reassembled,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. RisicorF in the chair).

RECEIPT OF MESSAGES AND SIGN-
ING OF BILLS DURING ADJOURN-
MENT OF THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Secre-
tary of the Senate be authorized to re-
ceive messages from the House contain-
ing duly enrolled bills and that the Vice
President, President pro tempore, or the
Acting President pro tempore be author-
ized to sign such bills during the ad-
journment of the Senate until Monday
June 21, 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENT OF GEN. WILLIAM F.
McKEE TO THE OFFICE OF AD-
MINISTRATOR OF THE rEDERAL
AVIATION AGENCT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7777) to authorize the
President to appoint Gen. William F.
McKee (U.S. Air Force, retired), to the
office of Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield to the minority leader.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point a statement by
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomI-
wick]l, who is unavoidably absent this
afternoon.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOMINICK

I shall not oppose the enactment of S.
1900, nor certainly shall I oppose the ap-
pointment of Gen. William F. McKee (USAF,
retired) to the Office of Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Agency.

As far as I have been able to determine,
General McKee is a very capable adminis-
trator and, of course, he had an outstanding
military career. I want to make it clear
that my reservations concerning the enact-
ment of this legislation are in no way in-
tended to cast any doubt on General McEee's
capabilities, integrity, or character. However,
1 do feel that a plecemeal approach such as
8. 1900 is the wrong way to deal with this
matter.

We find ourselves in this dilemma because
the Federal Aviation Act requires that the
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency
shall be a civilian at the time of his nomina-
tion. Of course, General McEee could resign
his commission and comply with this re-
quirement. However, he has bullt up sub-
stantial entitlement to military retirement
pay and such & move would mean that he
would have to forfeit this.

I am sure that Congress was aware of such
a situation when it wrote in the requirement
in the Pederal Aviation Act that the Admin-
istrator shall be a civilian.

I would much prefer that we deal with this
problem on a broad, general basis either by
reconsidering the policy written into the Fed-
eral Aviation Act or in taking care of such
a situation by revising the Dual Compensa-
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tion Act. To deal with this kind of a situa-
tion on a case-by-case basis causes unneces-
sary embarrassment to the individuals in-
volved and has the effect of reversing clear
policy enunciated by Congress. Ishould hope
that in the future we might give considera-
tion to this kind of approach which would
certainly seem to me to be more desirable
than wrestling with the very difficult prob-
lems posed by S. 1900. .

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Texas.

INTRODUCING A BILL TO PROVIDE
FOR COMPENSATION TO PERSONS
INJURED BY CERTAIN CRIMINAL
ACTS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
these days we can hardly pick up our
newspapers without seeing that some-
where in our great land an innocent, law-
abiding citizen has been brutally attacked
on our streets, a woman or girl raped,
or the sole support and wage earner in a
family murdered. It was only last Fri-
day—June ll—when we read in the
Washington Post that a little boy was
intercepted on his way to school, stabbed
in the throat, strangled, wrapped in bur-
lap, and left dead in a laundry bag.
Earlier this year we were all shocked to
read that a Member of the other body,
Representative JAMES CLEVELAND, of New
Hampshire, was attacked right outside
his own home here in Washington. Such
incidents as these happen almost daily
here in Washington alone, and it is be-
yond the capacity of our overworked
police to stop them. This is a shocking
and sad situation and I know that all
Members of this body join me in this
sentiment.

It is even more shocking and sad when
we realize that the innocent victims of
these erimes are in no way compensated
for the injuries which they receive. It
is the vietim who must pay for the medi-
cal treatment which he must receive.
With the present high cost of medical
and hospital care, this may run into
many hundreds or even thousands of dol-
lars, even in those cases where the vie-
tim has medical insurance. It is the
survivors of a murdered wage earner
who must face years of financial hard-
ship and even poverty. It is the as-
saulted or raped girl or child who must
bear perhaps years of physical pain and
mental anguish without any compensa-
tion to alleviate the pain. In fact, in
this country today we have the peculiar
situation that a worker who is disabled
while on the job may receive thousands
of dollars of compensation even though
his negligence in part contributed to the
injury, while the same wage earner ‘if
disabled from a criminal attack for which
he bore no responsibility whatsoever
must face a future without any compen-
sation at all. That such a situation
should exist in this, the richest nation
in the world, I find deplorable.

I am introducing a bill today which is
aimed at correcting this situation. It is
explicitly drafted to compensate the vic-
tims of crimes of violence for injuries to
the person, not for loss of property. It
provides only for the cases in which the
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injured person was in no way responsible
for the injury—the innocent victim of
crime. It is not the purpose of this bill
to compensate every participant in a
street brawl or a gang war. Further-
more, the bill I am introducing today will
provide only for minimal costs of the in-
juries received. In receiving compensa-
tion, the victim could not end up being
better off than he otherwise would have
been.

Compensation by the State to the vie-
tims of violent crimes is admittedly a
concept new to American law, but it is
not a concept new to other common law
countries. In 1963 the Parliament of
New Zealand enacted such a plan and
last year the Parliament of Great Brit-
ian, after a very thoughtful debate, put
a similar plan into operation. In both
countries these plans are now operating
successfully. In our own country, there
has also been recent discussion of com-
pensating the victims of erimes of vio-
Ience. On July 2 of last year—1964—in
an address before the Texas Association
of Plaintiffs” Attorneys in Houston, I
suggested such a plan. My advocacy of
such a plan is pointed out in the Cown-
GRESSIONAL REcorD, volume 110, part 12,
page 16390. And the eminent Mr. Justice
Arthur Goldberg has been another advo-
cate for the establishment of such a pro-
gram. Today, I introduce a bill to ef-
fectuate these ideas.

The reason that responsible persons
in New Zealand, Great Britain, and this
country have felt the need for such a
plan follows logically from developments
that have been occurring in our law and
in our society. Since the middle of the
19th century, we have turned away from
the old concepts of an eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth and every man
his best protector as workable methods
for punishing eriminals and protecting
the law-abiding citizen. We have de-
manded that people no longer go armed
on our streets in order to protect them-
selves. We have outlawed vigilante
groups. We have left the punishment
of the criminal to the State rather than
to the victim’s relatives or a lynch-
crazed mob.

We have told our people that they will
be best protected if law enforcement is
left to the Government, not to the pri-
vate person. Having encouraged our
people to go out into the streets unpro-
tected, we cannot deny that this puts a
special obligation upon us to see that
these people are, in fact, protected from
the consequences of crime. As Mr. Jus-
tice Goldberg pointed out in his James
Madison lecture at the New York Univer-
sity School of Law, the victim of a crime
of violence “has been denied the protec-
tion of the laws in a very real sense, and
society should assume some responsibil-
ity for making him whole.” I think it is
time that we in the Congress start con-
sidering the creation of a plan that will
accomplish this goal. That is why I
am introducing this bill today, the pro-
visions of which are based on the best
aspects of the plans already in operation
in New Zealand and Great Britain. Yet,
at the same time, they are suited to and
based on American law and American
experience.
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I am proposing to create a Federal
Violent Crimes Compensation Commis-
sion. This would be a three-man tri-
bunal. The Chairman and the two other
members, chosen because of their legal
experience and expertise, are to be ap-
pointed for 8-year staggered terms by the
President with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Commission will con-
sider the claims of those injured by crim-
inal violence. It will be the Commission's
job to examine the evidence presented to
it both to determine what level of com-
pensation should be granted and
whether, in fact, the person making the
claim was truly an innocent victim. In
setting the compensation, the Commis-
sion will provide only for actual losses
incurred by the victim or, in the case of
murder, his dependents. The amount of
compensation that can be awarded will
be limited, so that it could not exceed
$25,000 in any case. The determination
of the Commission is to be considered
final; there will be no right of appeal. A
victim of a crime of violence in order to
receive compensation must submit his re-
m within 2 years after the injury oc-

The bill applies only to those areas of
the country where the Federal Govern-
ment exercises general police power.
These are the District of Columbia and
the special maritime and territorial juris-
dictions of the United States.

It is here that rape, murder, and as-
sault are Federal crimes. This territory
includes, besides the District of Colum-
bia, American ships on the higk seas and
international waters, lands reserved or
acquired for the use of the United States
and under the exclusive or concurrent
jurisdiction of the Federal Govern-
ment—including forts, dockyards, and
arsenals of our Armed Forces—and
American aircraft over the high seas or
international waters. In other words,
this bill will not in any way extend the
plan to territories outside the direct ju-
risdiction of the Federal Government.
It will in no way impinge on the rights
of the several States, but I would hope
that Federal action of this nature would
encourage States to adopt similar plans
in the several States. This would not in
any way impinge on the ecivil tort law
of any State.

Mr. President, we who live in Wash-
ington are all too familiar with the
brutal beatings, murders, rapes, and as-
saults which take place in our great
cities. I have heard many speeches
given on the floor of this Senate deplor-
ing that such a situation should exist,
yet still the innocent victims of these
crimes go about uncompensated. It is
true enough that monetary compensa-
tion is very little compensation to a
widowed mother or an assaulted child,
but a compensation which would at least
fairly meet the medical bills and some
of the financial loss which these in-
nocent vietims of violent crimes have
suffered is infinitely better than the ab-
solute neglect and indifference they are
now receiving.

‘When a violent crime against the per-
son is committed on one of our streets,
a murder, a rape, or an assault, our so-
ciety puts the broken bleeding body in an
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ambulance, and, if still alive, takes them
to an emergency ward in a hospital, and
leaves them to their own resources, keep-
ing an interest in them only as a possible
witness in a eriminal prosecution against
the offender. What happens to the per-
petrator of the brutal attack? Society
says that, if apprehended, he must be
warned of his legal rights to have an
attorney, before he is permitted to con-
fess. Then if the criminal is held beyond
a short while before being taken before a
magistrate, for charging and probable
release on bond, a conviction would be
reversed on constitutional grounds.
Many persons stand ready to assist the
offender in protecting his constitutional
rights through all the courts of the land.

While society is weeping over the crim-
inal, it is showing no such concern, in-
deed no concern, for the victim of his
crime. Society is brutal toward the vic-
tims of erime, not against the criminals.

It is time that the Government of this
Nation shows as much concern for the
victims of crimes of violence against the
person as for the people who commit the
crime.

This is a situation which we have
allowed to exist for too long. I think itis
time that the Congress start now taking
positive steps toward providing compen-
sation for the victims of ecrimes of
violence.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the Recorp as requested
by the Senator from Texas.

The bill (S. 2155) to provide for the
compensation of persons injured by cer-
tain criminal acts, introduced by Mr.
YARBOROUGH, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

B. 21556
A bill to provide for the compensation of
persons injured by certain criminal acts

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS

Short title

Sec. 101. This Act may be cited as the
“Criminal Injuries Compensation Act of
1964,

Definitions

Sec. 102. As used in this Act—

(1) The term “child"” means an unmarried
person who is under eighteen years of age
and includes a stepchild or an adopted child;

(2) The term “Commission” means the
Viclent Crimes Compensation Commission
established by this Act;

(3) The term ‘“dependents” means such
relatives of a deceased victim as were wholly

partiauy dependent upon his income at
the time of his death or would have been so
dependent but for the incapacity due to the
injury from which the death resulted and
shall include the child of such victim born
after his death;

(4) The term “personal injury” means
actual bodily harm and includes pregnancy
and mental or nervous shock;

(6) The term “relative” means his spouse,
parent, grandparent, stepfather, stepmother,
child, grandchild, brother, sister, half-
brother, half-sister, or spouse's parent;
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(6) The term “victim" means a person
who is injured or killed by any act or omis-
slon of any other person which is within
the description of any of the offenses speci-
fied in section 302 of this Act.

TITLE II—ESTABLISHMENT OF VIOLENT CRIMES
COMPENSATION COMMISSION

Violent Crimes Compensation Commission

Bec. 201. (a) There established a Vio-
lent Crimes Compensation Commission
which shall be composed of three members
to be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
solely on the grounds of fitness to perform
the dutles of the office. The President shall
designate one of the members of the Com-
mission who has been a member of the bar
of a Federal Court or of the highest court
of a State for at least eight years, as chair-
man.

(b) No member of the Commission shall
engage in any other business, vocation, or
employment.

(c) The chalrman and one other mem-
ber of the Commission shall constitute a
quorum; and where opinion is divided and
only one other member 1s present, the
opinion of the chairman shall prevail.

(d) The Commission shall have an official
seal.

Terms and compensation of members

Bec. 202. (a) The term of office of each
member of the Commission taking office
after December 31, 1965, shall be elght years,
except that (1) the terms of office of the
members first taking office after December
31, 1965, shall expire as designated by the
President at the time of the appointment,
one at the end of four years, one at the
end of six years, and one at the end of
eight years, after December 31, 1065; and (2)
any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc-
curring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appolnted,
shall be appointed for the remainder of
such term.

(b) Each member of the Commission shall
be eligible for reappointment.

(c) A vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers.

(d) Any member of the Commission may
be removed by the President for inefficiency,
neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office.

(e) Each member of the Commission
shall be compensated at the rate prescribed
for level IV of the Federal Executive Salary
Schedule of the Federal Executive Salary
Act of 1964 except the chairman who shall be
compensated at the rate prescribed for level
III of such schedule.

Attorneys, examiners, and employees of the
Commission,; erpenses

Bec. 203. (a) The Commission is author-
ized to appoint such officers, attorneys, ex-
aminers, and other experts as may be neces-
sary for carrying out its functions under this
Act, and the Commission may, subject to the
civil service laws, appoint such other officers
and employees as are n and fix theilr
compensation in accordance with the Classi-
fication Act of 1949.

(b) All expenses of the Commission, in-
cluding all necessary traveling and subslst-
ence expenses of the Commission outside the
District of Columbia incurred by the mem-
bers or employees of the Commission under
its orders, shall be allowed and pald on the
presentation of Itemized vouchers therefor
approved by the Commission or by any in-
dividual 1t designates for that purpose.

Principal office

Sec. 204. (a) The principal office of the
Commission shall be in or near the District
of Columbia, but the Commission or any
duly authorized representative may exercise
any or all of its powers in any place.

(b) The Commission shall maintain an
office for the service of process and papers
within the District of Columbia,
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Powers and procedures of the Commission

SEec. 205. (a) Upon an application made
to the Commission under the provisions of
this Act, the Commission shall fix a time and
place for a hearing on such application and
shall cause notice thereof to be given to the
applicant.

(b) For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of this Act, the Commission, or
any member thereof, may hold such hearings,
sit and act at such times and places, and take
such testimony as the Commission or such
member may deem advisable. Any member
of the Commission may administer oaths or
effirmations to witnesses appearing before
the Commission or before such member,
The Commission shall have such powers of
subpena and compulsion of attendance and
production of documents as are conferred
upon the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion by subsection (c¢) of section 18 of the
Act of August 26, 1935, and the provisions of
subsection (d) of such section shall be ap-
plicable to all persons summoned by subpena
or otherwise to attend or testify or produce
such documents as are described therein be-
fore the Commission, except that no subpena
shall be issued except under the signature of
the Chairman, and application to any court
for aid in enforcing such subpena may be
made only by sald Chairman., Subpenas
shall be served by any person designated
by the said Chairman.

(c) In any case in which the person en-
titled to make an application is a child, the
application may be made on his behalf by
any person acting as his parent or guardian.
In any case in which the person entitled to
make an application is mentally defective,
the application may be made on his behalf
by his guardian or such other individual
authorized to administer his estate.

(d) Where any application is made to the
Commission under this Act, the applicant,
and any attorney assisting the Commission,
shall be entitled to appear and be heard,

(e) Any other person may appear and be
heard who satisfies the Commission that he
has a substantial interest in the proceedings.

(f) Where under this Act any person is
entitled to appear and be heard by the Com-
mission, that person may appear in person or
by his attorney.

(g) Every person appearing under the
preceding subsections of this section shall
have the right to produce evidence and to
cross examine witnesses,

(h) The Commission may receive in evi-
dence any statement, document, informa-
tion, or matter that may in the opinion of
the Commission contribute to its functions
under this Act, whether or not such state-
ment, document, information, or matter
would be admissible in a court of law.

(i) If any person has been convicted of
any offense with respect to an act or omis-
slon on which a claim under this Act is
based, proof of that conviction shall, unless
an appeal against the conviction or a peti-
tion for a rehearing or certiorarl in respect
of the charge is pending or a new trial or
rehearing has been ordered, be taken as con-
clusive evidence that the offense has been
committed.

(]) Except as otherwise provided in this
Act, the Administrative Procedure Act shall
apply to the proceedings of the Commission.

Attorneys fees x

Bec. 208. (a) The Commission may, as a
part of any order entered under this Act,
determine and allow reasonable attorney
fees, which if the award is more than $1,000
shall not exceed 15 per centum of the amount
awarded as compensation under section 301
of this Act, to be pald out of but not in
addition to the amount of such compensa-
tion, to the attorneys representing the
applicant.

(b) Any attorney who charges, demands,
receives, or collects for services rendered in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

connection with any proceedings under this
Act any amount in excess of that allowed
under this section, if any compensation is
paid, shall be fined not more than $2,000 or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

Finality of decision
SEec. 207. Except as otherwise provided in
this Act, orders and decisions of the Com-
mission shall be final.
Regulations
SEec. 208, In the performance of its func-
tions, the Commission is authorized to make,
promulgate, issue, rescind, and amend rules
and regulations prescribing the procedures
to be followed in the filing of applications and
the proceedings under this Act, and such
other matters as the Commission deems ap-
propriate.
TITLE III—AWARD AND PAYMENT OF
COMPENSATION

Awarding compensation

Bec. 301. (a) In any case in which a per-
son is injured or killed by any act or omis-
sion of any other person which is within
the description of the offenses listed in sec-
tion 302 of this Act; and

(1) is within the “special maritime and
territorial jurisdiction of the United States"
as deflned in section T of title 18 of the
United States Code; or

(2) in the case of an offense committed
within the District of Columbia, is a viola=
tion of title 22 of the District of Columbia
Code, the Commission may, in its discre-
tion, upon an application, order the payment
of compensation in accordance with the pro-
visions of this Act.

(b) The Commission may order the pay=-
ment of compensation—

(1) to or on behalf of the injured person;
or

(2) in the case of the personal injury of
the victim, where the compensation is for
pecuniary loss suffered or expenses incurred
by any person responsible for the mainte-
nance of the victim, to that person; or

(8) in the case of the death of the vic-
tim, to or for the benefit of the dependents
of the deceased victim, or any one or more
of such dependents.

(c) For the purposes of this Act, a person
shall be deemed to have intended an act or
omission notwithstanding that by reason of
age, insanity, drunkenness, or otherwise he
was legally incapable of forming a criminal
intent.

(d) In determining whether to make an
order under this section, the Commission
may consider any circumstances it deter-
mines to be relevant, including the behavior
of the victim which directly or indirectly
contributed to his injury or death.

(e} No order may be made under this sec-
tlon unless the Commission, supported by
substantial evidence, finds that—

(1) such an act or omission did occur;
and

(2) the injury or death resulted from such
act or omission.

(f) An order may be made under this
section whether or not any person is pros-
ecuted or convicted of any offense arising
out of such act or omission. Upon appli-
cation from the Attorney General, the Com-
mission may suspend proceedings under
this Act for such period as it deems appro-
priate on the ground that a prosecution for
an offense arising out of such act or omission
has been commenced or is imminent.

Offenses to which this Act applies

Sec. 302. The Commission may order the
payment of compensation In accordance
with the provisions of this Act for personal
injury or death which resulted from offenses
in the following categories:

(1) assault with intent to kill, rob, rape,
or poison;
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(2) assault with intent to commit may-
hem;

assault with a dangerous weapon;
mayhem;

malicious disfiguring;

threats to do bodily harm;

lewd, indecent, or ot acts;
indecent act with children;
kidnapping;

) murder;

manslaughter, voluntary;

attempted murder;

(13) rape;

(14) attempted rape.

Nature of the compensation

Sec. 803. The Commission may order the
}Jayment, of compensation under this Act
or—

(a) expenses actually and reasonably in-
curred as a result of the personal injury or
death of the victim;

(b) loss of earning power as a result of
total or partial incapacity of such victim;

(¢) pecuniary loss to the dependents of
the deceased victim;

(d) pain and suffering of the victim; and

(e) any other pecuniary loss resulting
from the personal injury or death of the
victim which the Commission determines
to be reasonable.

Limitations upon awarding compensation

Sec. 4. (a) No order for the payment of
compensation shall be made uncer section
301 of this Act unless the application has
been made within two years after the date of
the personal injury or death.

(b) No compensation shall be awarded
under this Act in an amount in excess of
$25,000.

(c) No compensation shall be awarded if
the victim—

(1) is a relative of the offender; or

(2) was at the time of the personal injury
or death of the vietim living with the of-
fender as his wife or her husband or as a
member of the offender’s household.

Terms of the order

Sec. 305. (a) Except as otherwise provided
in this section any order for the payment of
compensation under this Act may be made
on such terms as the Commission deems
appropriate.

(b) The Commission shall deduct from
any payments awarded under section 301 of
this Act any payments received by the vic-
tim or by any of his dependents from the
offender or from any person on kehalf of the
offender, or from the United States (except
those received under this Act), a State or
any of its subdivisions, for personal injury
or death compensable under this Act.

TITLE IV—RECOVERY OF COMPENSATION
Recovery from offender

SEc. 401, (a) Whenever any person is con-
victed of an offense and an order for the
payment of compensation is or has been
made under this Act for a personal injury
or death resulting from the act or omission
constituting such offense, the Commission
may institute an action against such person
for the recovery of the whole or any specified
part of such compensation in the district
court of the United States for any judicial
district in which such person resides or is
found. Such court shall have jurisdiction
to hear, determine, and render judgment in
any such actlon.

(b) Process of the district court for any
judicial district in any action under this
section may be served in any other judicial
district by the United States Marshal there-
of. Whenever it appears to the court in
which any action under this section is pend-
ing that other parties should be brought
before the court in such action, the court
may cause such other parties to be sum-
moned from any Judicial district of the
United States.
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TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
Reports to the Congress

Sec. 501. The Commission shall transmit
to the President and to the Congress an-
nually a report of its activities under this
Act including the name of each applicant,
& brief description of the facts in each case,
and the amount, if any, of compensation
awarded.

Penalties

Sec, 502. The provisions of section 1001 of
title 18 of the United States Code shall ap-
ply to any application, statement, docu-
ment, or information presented to the Com-
mission under this Act.

Appropriations

Sec. 503. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

Effective date

Sxe. 504. This Act shall take effect on
January 1, 1966.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Montana such
time as he may require.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the
Senator.

CONGRESS AT THE TWO-THIRDS
POINT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, it
seems an appropriate time to evaluate
and assess what the Senate and the Con-
gress have been able to do at a time
which may very well be two-thirds of the
way into the 1st session of the 89th
Congress.

The Congress has done a good job this
session from the outset. On January 4,
at 9 p.m., the President delivered his
state of the Union message. By In-
auguration Day, Congress had already
received the President’s recommenda-
tions on health care, including so-called
medicare, education, immigration, for-
eign aid, and defense.

To date, Congress has received 33 spe-
cial messages and some 12 executive com-
munications containing legislative rec-
ommendations from the President. Con-
gress has completed action on 26 of these
recommendations, 1 conference report
is ready for filing and 5 more are still in
conference, 3 others have passed both
Houses amended, 12 more have passed
the Senate, 25 others are either on the
House or Senate calendars ready for
early action, and numerous others are
about ready for early reporting by the
various committees, with hearings in
progress on most of the remainder.

For those who like specifics, Congress
has completed action on—

The three appropriation supplemen-
tals, including Vietnam, and one fiscal
1966 appropriation for Interior and re-
lated agencies;

A $1.1 billion measure to aid the eco-
nomically underdeveloped 11-State Ap-
palachian region;

A $25 billion atomic energy authori-
zation;

A major reform in the Bureau of
Customs placing some 53 collectors under
civil service;

An authorization of $1 million to re-
place the bombed-out chancery In
Salgon;
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A $114.2 million Coast Guard authori-
zation;

A bill implementing the International
Coffee Agreement;

A 3-year, $30 million extension of the
Disarmament Act;

An authorization of $1.344 billion in
Federal aid for fiscal 1966 for elemen-
tary and secondary schools, a bill which
the President described as “the most sig-
nificant step of this century to provide
widespread help to all of America’s
schoolchildren”;

A 1-year extension of the National
Commission on Food Marketing estab-
lished in 1964 to study and appraise the
marketing structure of the American
food industry;

A bill repealing the requirement of 25-
percent gold backing of commercial bank
deposits held by the Federal Reserve
banks, but retaining the 25-percent re-
quirement against Federal Reserve notes
in actual circulation;

An authorization of a $750 million in-
crease in the U.S. contribution to the
Fund for Special Operations of the
Inter-American Development Bank—
over a 3-year period at the rate of $250
million a year;

A bill reducing excise taxes by approxi-
mately $4.6 billion;

An increase of $1,035 million in the
U.S. quota in the International Mone-
tary Fund;

An extension of the Manpower Devel-
opment and Training Act to June 30,
1969, and $454 million for fiscal 1966;

An annual authorization of $15.4 bil-
lion for military procurement to assure
an adequate defense posture;

An annual authorization of $5.2 bil-
lion for the space program;

An increase in the temporary national
debt ceiling to $328 billion through June
30, 1966;

A bill supplementing the acreage al-
lotment with the establishment of
poundage quotas for all farms producing
Flue-cured tobacco to reduce surpluses
in this commodity, improve quality and
increase exports;

A bill establishing prospective stand-
ard guidelines on the allocation and re-
imbursability of recreation, fish, and
wildlife costs on Federal multiple-pur-
pose water-resource projects—confer-
ees agreed, June 14;

A 4-year extension of the President's
authority to reorganize the executive
branch;

Amendments to the Charter of the
United Nations increasing the member-
ship of the Security Couneil from 11 to
15 and the Economic and Social Council
from 18 to 27; and

One-year extension, to July 31, 1966,
of the International Wheat Agreement.

Bills now in conference are—

A 5-year extension of the authority for
grants to States and communities for
mass immunization programs against
polio, diphtheria, whooping cough, teta-
nus, and measles;

A $7.7 billion fiscal 1966 appropriation
for the Treasury-Post Office Depart-
ments;

A proposed constitutional amendment
fixing conditions and procedures for suc-
cession of Vice President to the Presi-
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dency in event of Chief Executive's
disability, and providing for filling a va-
cancy in the Vice-Presidency;

A bill authorizing Federal grants of
$5 million a year in matching funds to
States for State project planning over a
10-year period; setting up a Cabinet-
level water resources council to coordi-
nate river basin planning; and authoriz-
ing creation of river basin commissions
for regional planning; and

The foreign aid authorization for fiscal
years 1966 and 1967.

Bills passed both Houses amended:

A bill ereating an Administration on
Aging to be a coordinating center for in-
formation and service to State and local
governments, to administer grants, pro-
mote research, gather statistics, and pre-
pare and publish other data;

A bill vesting authority to establish
purity standards for water pollution con-
trol and authorizing $80 million in new
grants; and

A bill increasing the fees payable to
the Patent Office so it may recover a
reasonable part of its costs.

Senate bills pending in the House:

The Voting Rights Act of 1965, guaran-
teeing Negroes their right to register and
votbg, which passed the Senate by a 4-to-1
vote.

A $665 million authorization in grants
for public works and development facili-
ties in economically distressed areas;

A bill providing for the establishment
of the Assateague Island National Sea-
shore in the States of Maryland and
Virginia;

A $355,000 authorization to establish
the Bighorn Canyon National Recreation
Area in Montana and Wyoming:

A bill providing for research programs
relative to controlling air pollution re-
sulting from gasoline- and diesel-pow-
ered vehicles;

A $364,310,000 authorization for the
Federal construction of a third power-
plant at Grand Coulee which will add 3.6
million kilowatts of generating capacity
to the 2 million kilowatts of the two
existing plants, making it the largest
slnﬁléz hydroelectric development in the
worid;

A $115 million fiscal year 1966 au-
thorization for the Peace Corps;

A bill establishing a National Founda-
tion on the Arts and Humanities;

A revision and consolidation of laws
governing management of national
stockpiles of critical and strategic ma-
terials;

A bill authorizing the VA to extend aid
to distressed homeowners;

An expansion of the Water Research
Act of 1964; and

Provided for an expansion of the Fed-
eral program of research and develop-
ment in the field of saline water con-
version through the authorization of
$200 million in appropriations for the
period ending fiscal 1972,

This record of work to date, Mr. Pres-
ident, is, I believe, a creditable one. It
reveals a Senate and a Congress, along
with the President, alert to the changing
and expanding needs of the Nation. As
far as the Senate is concerned, this body
has acted in these months with a dil-
igence and with a persistent and dig-
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nified devotion to legislative duties in
order that these needs might be con-
sidered and acted upon.

I want to take this occasion to thank,
first, all Members of the Senate, on both
sides of the aisle for the contribution
which individually and as a group they
have made to the Senate’s achievements.
The Members have extended to the lead-
ership the mutual courtesy and forebear-
ance and cooperation which have been
the basic factors in the Senate’s effective
and productive operations of the past
months. And I want to thank, too, all of
the distinguished committee chairmen
who have been most helpful in carrying
out the special responsibilities which
have been consigned to them by the
Senate. And, I wish, also, to express
again, as I have done on other occasions,
my gratitude to the distinguished mi-
nority leader. He has, as always, con-
tributed greatly to the work of the Sen-
ate by his understanding and unfailing
cooperation. Sometimes we have been
together on particular measures and
sometimes we have been on opposite
sides. But either way, he has my ad-
miration and gratitude, as a dedicated
Senator and friend and as a tower of
strength to this body and to the Nation.

And, finally, I wish to thank the Presi-
dent for his contribution to the work of
the Senate. He has provided a national
leadership of a high order, and in so
doing has helped the Senate to under-
stand and to deal with the manifold
issues of our times, as they are reduced
to legislation. He has given us his full
and courteous cooperation in a frame-
work of a deep understanding of the
individual responsibilities of the sepa-
rate branches of the Government.

Put these factors together and there
is a rough accounting for the work of
the Senate and the Congress to date.
If these factors continue to operate and
I fully expect that they will, I trust that
my earlier estimate of the completion of
the work of this session by midsummer
will have proved to be only slightly
optimistic,

For those who desire still further de-
tail, I ask unanimous consent to include
a report containing a summary of all
major Senate activity through June 17.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

SENATE ACTIVITY

Days inpesslon. oL 92

Hours in session 444:23

Total wres passed.______________ 342

Confirmations e a5, 840

g1 T R SRS SR T 40

Treaties A 2
AGRICULTURE

Food marketing: Extended for 1 year the
date on whi..a the National Commission on
Food Marketing shall make its final report
to the President. Public Law 89-20 (Presi-
dential recommendation.)

Tobacco: Provides an extension of time for

filing 1966 tobacco allotment leases. Public
Law 89-29.
Tobacco  acreage-poundage marketing

quotas: Supplements the acreage allotment
program with establishment of poundage
quotas for all farms producing Flue-cured to-
bacco to reduce surpluses in this commeodity,
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improve quality and increase exports. Pub-
lic Law B9-12. (Presidential recommenda-~-
tion.)

APPROPRIATIONS

Agricultural supplemental: Appropriated
$1.6 billion for Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion: allowed the President final disecretion
in shipping surplus food to Egypt; and sus-
pended until May 1 the planned closing of 11
VA hospitals, 4 domiciliaries, and the merger
of 17 regional offices. Public Law 89-2,
(Presidential recommendation.)

Second supplemental, 19656: Appropriated
a total of §2,227,663,977, with $349.7 million
of this amount allocated for Appalachian
aid. (Public Law 89-16. (Presidential rec-
ommendation.)

Vietnam: Appropriated supplemental of
$700 million for airfields, military installa-
tions, ammunition and aircraft. Public Law
89-18. (Presidential recommendation.)

Interior Department and related agencies:
Appropriated $1,212,739,070 for fiscal 1966.
H.R. 6767. (Presidential recommendation.)

Treasury-Post Office: Appropriated a total
of §7,608,660,000 for fiscal 1966. H.R. 7060 in
conference, (Presidential recommendation.)

ATOMIC ENERGY

AEC authorization: Authorizes $2,5665,621,-
000 for AEC appropriations for fiscal 1966
construction, operations, and capital equip-
ment; includes $704 million for weapons
program, $2.5 million for merchant ship re-
actor program. Public Law 89-32. (Presl-
dential recommendation.)

CIVIL RIGHTS

Voting Rights Act of 1965: Guarantees
Negroes their right to register and vote. 8.
1564 passed Senate May 26. H.R. 6400;
House Calendar. (Presidential recommenda-
tion.)

CONGRESS

Arts and Antiquities Commission: Estab-
lishes a Commission on Arts and Antiquities
of the Capitol and authorizes $15,000 for an-
nual expenses. Senate Joint Resolution 65
passed Senate May 24.

Joint Committee on the Budget: Estab-
lished a 14-member Joint Committee on
the Budget composed of 7 members from
each Appropriations Committee, 4 to 3 ratlo.
The purpose of the joint committee is to
serve the Appropriations Committees year
round with the same expertise as the Bureau
of the Budget for the Executive. 5. 2 passed
Senate January 27.

Joint Committee on Organization of Con-
gress: Established a 12-member bipartisan
Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress to make a complete study of the
organization and operation of Congress and
to recommend improvements. Rules
changes are not included in the study. Au-
thorizes $150,000 through January 31, 1966,
to be pald from the contingent fund of the
Senate. First report to be submitted 120
days following effective date of the resolu-
tion. Senate Concurrent Resolution 2
adopted March 9, 1965; House March 11, 1966.

DEFENSE

Coast Guard cutters: Authorizes $6,260,000
to replace 17 Coast Guard cutters taken from
domestic service and sent to Vietnam. Pub-
lic Law 89-21,

Coast Guard procurement: Authorized
£114.2 million for U.S, Coast Guard for fiscal
1966 for procurement of vessels, aircraft, and
construction of shore and offshore installa-
tions. Public Law 80-13. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Military procurement: Authorized a total
of $15402,800,000 for fiscal 1966 with
$8,958,300,000 allocated for alrcraft, mis-
siles, and naval vessels and $6,444,500,000 for
research, development, test, and evaluation.
Public Law 89-37. (Presidential recom-
mendation.)
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ROTC: Extends the statute of limitations
for filing claims for mustering-out payments
to January 30, 1966, and repeals the author-
ity for such payments on July 1, 1966. H.R.
214.

Special allowances to Armed Forces de-
pendents: Authorizes payment of special al-
lowances and dislocation allowances to de-
pendents of members of the uniformed serv-
ices when the dependents are evacuated
from an overseas danger area. Public Law
89-26.

Stockpile Act: Revised and consolidated
laws governing management of natlonal
stockpiles of critical and strategic materials
to provide Congress and the public with
pertinent information; made procurement
contracts subject to the Renegotlation Act,
and facilitated disposal of surpluses. 8. 28
passed Senate February 9. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Zinc, lead, and copper: Authorized the
disposal of 200,000 tons each of zinc and
lead and the sale of 100,000 short tons of
copper to producers and processors. Public
Law 89-9.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

District of Columbia Board of Parole: Au-
thorizes the Board of Parole of the District
of Columbia, subject to the approval of the
Board of Commissioners, to promulgate rules
and regulations under which the Board of
Parole, in its discretion, may discharge a
parolee from supervision prior to the expira-
tion of the maximum term or terms for
which he was sentenced. Public Law 80—
24,

District of Columbia bond requirements:
Authorizes the court to set bond in an
amount twice the wvalue of the property
being attached in the District of Columbia
in any case in which the plaintiff states in
his affidavit that the value of the property
to be levied upon is less than the amount of
his claim. 8. 1321 passed Senate May 11.

District of Columbia work release pro-
gram: Authorizes the District of Columbia
courts to release gelected offenders from
prison confinement at specified hours of
the day to obtain or engage in gainful em-
ployment. 8. 1319 passed Senate May 11.

ECONOMY

Ald to Appalachia; Authorized $£1.1 billion
in aid to the 11-State Appalachian region
and established the Appalachia Regional
Commission. The amount of $840 million
will be in form of Federal grants for a 5-
year highway construction program and a 2-
year authorization of $252.4 million for a
variety of economic development projects.
Public Law 89—4. (Presidential recommenda-
tion.)

Debt ceiling increase: Increased the tem-
porary national debt ceiling to $328 billion
through June 30, 1966. H.R. 8464.

Disaster victims: Directs the Housing and
Home Finance Administrator to make an
immediate study of alternative programs
which could be established to help provide
financial assistance to those suffering prop-
erty losses in flood, earthquake, and other
natural disasters, Including alternative
methods of Federal insurance as well as the
existing flood insurance program. S. 408
passed Senate January 28.

Gold cover: Repealed the requirement of
25 percent gold backing of commerical bank
deposits held by the Federal Reserve banks,
but retained the 25-percent requirement
against Federal Reserve notes in actual cir-
culation, Public Law 89-3. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Manpower Act of 1965: Extended the Man-
power Development and Training Act to
June 30, 1969, authorized $454 million for
fiscal 1966, and provides up to 2 years’ train-
ing in classrooms or on the job for persons
unemployed because they lack eduecation or
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skills. Public Law
recommendation.)

Pacific Northwest disaster rellef: Provides
assistance to the States of Oregon, Washing-
ton, California, Nevada, and Idaho for the
reconstruction of areas damaged in Decem-
ber 1964 and January and February 1965 as
a result of catastrophic floods unprecedented
in terms of high water and subsequent dam-
age to roads, farms, residences, and indus-
tries. 8. 2089,

Public Works and Economic Development
Act of 1965: Authorizes a total of $655 million
in grants for public works and development
facilities, other financial assistance and the
planning and coordination needed to allevi-
ate conditions of substantial and persistent
unemployment and underemployment in eco-
nomically distressed areas and regions. 8.
1648 passed Senate June 1. (Presidential
recommendation.)

SBA disaster rellef: Amends the Small
Business Act to provide for an increase in the
maturity of Small Business Administration
disaster loans from 20 to 30 years; provides
for a suspension of up to b years on the pay-
ment of princlpal and interest on disaster
loans at the discretion of the Administrator;
and increases SBA's revolving fund by $50
million. S. 1796 passed Senate May 7.
House Calendar,

EDUCATION

Elementary and Secondary Education Act:
Authorized $1.344 billion in Federal aid for
elementary-secondary schools for fiscal 1966;
a 3-year program of Federal grants to States
for allocation to school districts with large
numbers of children from low-income fam-
ilies; a 5-year program of grants for books
and library materials; a 5-year program of
grants for supplementary educational cen-
ters and services; a §-year, $100 million au-
thorization for construction and operation
of regional facllities for educational research;
a 5-year program for grants to stimulate and
assist States in strengthening the leader-
ship resources of thelr State educational
agencies; and a 2-year extension (through
June 30, 1968) of Federal aid to impacted
areas. Public Law 88-10. (Presidential rec-
ommendation.)

Institute for Deaf: Establishes a Natlonal
Technical Institute for the Deaf for the pur-
pose of providing a residentlal faecllity for
post-secondary technical tralning and edu-
catlion for persons who are deaf in order to
prepare them for successful employment.
Public Law 89-36.

School construction: Authorized ald for
school construction in certain im areas
outside the continental United States. H.R.
5874 passed Senate amended June 11.

FEDERAL ELIPLOYEES

Annuity increase: Clarified the applica-
tion of annuity increase in the Postal Serv-
ice and Federal Employees Salary Act of
1962, Public Law 89-17.

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Construction in Guam and Virgin Islands:
Improved faclilities for enforcement officers
of the Customs and Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service on Guam and the Vir-
gin Islands. 8. 956 passed Senate April 21.

Dr. Jonas SBalk: Designated April 12, 1965,
to honor Dr. Jonas Salk and the National
Foundation March of Dimes on the 10th an-
niversary of the announcement of the world’s
first effective vaccine against polio. Senate
Concurrent Resolution 30 adopted April 7;
House adopted April 8.

Father Jacques Marquette: Established a
tercentenary commission to commemorate
the advent and history of Father Jacques
Marquette in North America. Senate Joint
Resolution 53 passed Senate June 14.

Goddard Day: Designated March 16, 1965,
as Goddard Day in honor of Dr. Robert
Hutchings Goddard, the father of modern-
day rocketry. Public Law 89-5.

89-15. (Presidential
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Government emplayment of aliens: Au-
thorized Secretary of Commerce to employ
allens in a scientific or technical capacity.
S. 005 passed Senate April 21.

Jefferson National Expansion Memorial:
Authorizes an increase from $17,250,000 to
$23,250,000 in the appropriation authoriza-
tion for the completion of the construction
of the Jeflerson National Expansion Memo-
rial in St. Louis, Mo., in commemoration of
the concept of westward expansion, the Lou-
isiana Purchase, and all it has meant to the
growth of America. 8. 1576 passed Senate
June 17.

Movable Property Act: Authorized the
Secretary of Interior to transfer title to
movable property to municipalities which
assume operation and maintenance respon-
sibilities for project works serving municipal
and Industrial functions under the same
conditions and on the same terms as title
transfers to Urrigation distriets or water
users’ organizations which assume operation
and maintenance responsibilities for project
works serving irrigation functions. 8. 1000,

Patent Office fees: Increased fees payable
to the Patent Office In connectlon with
patents and registration of trademarks.
H.R. 4185 passed Senate, amended, June 15.
(Presidential recommendation.)

Postal rates for volunteer fire companies:
Includes volunteer fire companies within the
group of qualified nmonprofit organizations
entitled to wuse preferential second- and
third-class postage rates for bulk mailings.
8. 390 passed Senate March 20.

Textile Flber Products Identification Act:
Permits the listing on labels of certain fibers
constituting less than 5 percent of a textile
fiber product. Public Law 89-35.

Wool Labeling Act: Authorizes FTC to
exclude any headwear from the labeling
requirements of the Wool Products Labeling
Act if labeling s not necessary for the pro-
tection of the consumer. S. 836 passed
Sensate May 11,

HEALTH

Clean air: Requires standard: and pro-
poses regulations to control pollution from
gasoline- and diesel-powered vehicles. Es-
tablishes a Federal Air Pollution Control
Laboratory. Authorizes grants for research
to improve methods for disposal of solid
waste. 8. 306 passed Senate May 18.
(Presidential recommendation.)

Community health services extension:
Extended for 5 fiscal years, 1966-70, author-
ity for grants to States and communities for
mass immunization programs against polio,
diphtheria, whooping cough, tetanus, and
adds measles. Extends for 1 year general
and special health services, including those
for migratory workers, chonically i1l and
aged, and grants for research to improve such
services. 8. 510 in conference. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Loan cancellation: Authorized cancella-
tion of a portion of the unpaid balance of
a student loan to a physiclan or dentist who
practices in a shortage area. 8. 576 passed
Senate January 28.

Water pollution control: Vests authority to
establish purity standards for interstate
water and authorized $80 million in new
grants to help States and localities develop
new methods of separating combined storm-
water and sewage-carrying sewer systems;
increases the dollar celling limitations on
individual grants for construction of waste
treatment works from $600,000 to $1 million
for a single project and from $2,400,000 to
#4 million for a joint project involving two
or more communities. S. 4 passed Senate
January 28; p d House, & ded, April 28.
{Presidential recommendation.)

Water pollution control—Federal installa-
tlons: Provides for improved cooperation by
Federal agencies to control water and air
pollution from Federal installations and fa-

Jume 17, 1965

cilities and to control automotive vehicle alr
pollution. 8. 560 passed Senate March 25,

HOUSING

Distressed homeowners: Authorized the
Veterans’ Administration to extend aid to
distressed homeowners who, after relying on
VA or FHA construction standards and in-
spections, find structural or other major de-
fects in their properties purchased with GI
mortgage loans which affect the Nvability

‘of the property. 8. 507 passed Senate Janu-

ary 27. (Presidential recommendation.)

INDIANS

Indian adult education: Increased by $3
million (to #15 million) the authorization
for Indian adult vocational education. Pub-
lic Law 89-14.

Pueblo Indian irrigation charges: Extended
to 1975 the authority initially granted the
Becretary of Interior by the Act of August
27, 1935, to enter into contracts with the
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District, New
Mexico, for payment of operation and main-
tenance charges involved in the irrigation
of some 11,000 acres of Pueblo Indian lands
within the district. 8. 1462 passed Senate
March 29.

Quinalelt Tribe of Indians: Provides for
the disposition of $205,172.40 awarded by the
Indian Claims Commission to the Quinailelt
Tribe of Indians in settlement of their claim.
Public Law 89-28.

INTERNATIONAL

Coffee Implementation: This bill imple-
ments the International Coffee Agreement
ratified in 1963 and authorizes the President
to require all coffee entering U.S. markets
and all exports of coffee to be accompanied
by a certificate of origin or a certificate of re-
export. Limits imports of coffee from coun-
tries which have not joined in the agree-
ment; and requires certain recordkeeping.
Public Law 89-23. (Presidential recommen-
dation.)

Disarmament Act amendments: Authorized
$30 mlillion for fiscal years 1966-68 for the
Disarmament Agency. Public Law 80-27,
(Presidential recommendation.)

Foreign Agents Registration Act amend-
ments: Strengthened the baslc purpose of
the original act by requiring complete public
disclosure by persons for or in the
interests of foreign prineipals where their ac-
tivitles are political in nature or border on
the political. Such public disclosure will
permit the Government and the people of the
United States to be informed as to the identi-
ties and activities of such persons. 8. 693
passed Senate April 5.

Forelgn ald authorization: Provides au-
thorizations for the current program in fiscal
years 1966 and 1967; ends the foreign ald
program as presently constituted on June 30,
1967, and, in the meantime, provides for a
searching inquiry as to the best means of
formulating and operating a program of
foreign assistance after that date. H.R. 7750
in conference. (Presidential recommenda-
tion.)

IMF: Authorizes an increase of $1,035 mil-
lion in the U.S. quota in the International
Monetary Fund, from $4.1256 to $5.16 billion.
Public Law 89-31. (Presidential recom-
mendation.)

Inter-American Development Bank: Au-
thorized a $750 million increase in the U.S.
contribution to the Fund for Special Opera-
tions of the Inter-American Development
Bank—over a 3-year period at the rate of
$250 million a year. This represents the
U.S. share of a planned $900 million increase
in the Fund which will serve to strengthen
multinational aid and the Alliance for Prog-
ress. Public Law 89-6. (Presidential Rec-
ommendation.)

International Cooperation Year: Expressed
the sense of with respect to the
20th anniversary of the United Nations dur-
ing International Cooperation Year. Senate
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Concurrent Resolution 36.
June 16.

Peace Corps authorization: Authorizes an
annual appropriation of $1156 million for fiscal
1966; provides two additional assoclate di-
rectors; and provides that the Director of
the Corps shall hold no other additional
office of an equal rank while serving as Di-
rector of the Corps. 8. 2054 passed Senate
June 2. House Calendar. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Religious persecution: Expresses the sense
of Congress against persecution of persons by
Boviet Russia because of religion. Senate
Concurrent Resolution 17 adopted by Senate
May 14.

Salgon chancery: Authorizes $1 million for
the construction of a chancery In Saigon.
Public Law 89-22. (Presldential recom-
mendation.)

United Nations Charter amendments: In-
creases the membership of the Securlty
Council from 11 to 15 and the membership of
the Economic and Social Council from 18 to
27, to be elected on a geographic baslis.
Executive A ratified June 3. (Presidential
recommendation.)

Wheat agreement extension: Extends the
International Wheat Agreement to July 31,

Benate adopted

1966. Executive B ratified June 15. (Presi-
dential recommendation.)
U.S. domestic fishery resources: Author-

izes the President, whenever it is determined
that fishing vessels of a forelgn country are
operating to the detriment of U.S. conserva-
tion programs, to ralse the duty on fishery
products of the offending nation. 8. 1734
passed Senate May 19. Returned to Senate
May 20.
JUDICIAL

Illecit traffic in child adoption: Imposed
Federal criminal sanctions on persons en-
gaged in interstate or foreign commerce in
the illicit traffic of placing children for
adoption or permanent free care. S. 624
passed Senate March 22.

PRESIDENCY

Presidential succession: Proposed constl-
tutional amendment fixing conditions and
procedures for succession of Vice President
to the Presidency in event of Chlef Execu-
tive's disability; provides for filllng vacancy
in the Vice Presidency. Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1 in conference. (Presidential recom-
mendation.)

REORGANIZATION

Bureau of Customs: Reorganization Plan
No. 1 of 19656 provides for the modernization
of the Customs Bureau by abolishing the
offices of all Presidential offices and estab-
lishing these positions on a career basis.
Offices abolished are 45 collectors of customs;
6 comptrollers of customs; and 1 appralser
of merchandise and 1 surveyor of customs.
Effective May 25, 19656. (Presidential recom-
mendation.)

Reorganization Act extension: Extended
for 4 years to June 1, 1869, the authority of
the President to transmit reorganization
plans to Congress. 8. 1135. Public Law
89-. (Presidential recommendation.)

RESOURCE AND RECREATION BUILDUP

Agate Fossil Beds National Monument:
Authorized $315,000 for the establishment
of the Agate Fossll Beds National Monument
in Nebraska. Public Law 89-33.

Assateague Island National Seashore: Pro-
vides for the establishment of the Assa-
teague Island Natlonal Seashore in the
States of Maryland and Viriginia. 8. 20
passed Senate June 17. (Presidential rec-
ommendation.)

Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area:
Authorized $355,000 to establish the Bighorn
Canyon Natlonal Recreatlon Area in Mon-
tana and Wyoming to provide for public
outdoor recreation use and enjoyment of
the proposed Yellowtail Reservoir, and for
the preservation of the scenic, scientific, and
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historic features of the area. S. 401 passed
Benate February 10. (Presidential recommen-
dation.)

Federal Water Project Recreation Act:
Established prospective standard guldelines
on the allocation and reimbursability of

‘recreation, fish, and wildlife costs on Fed-

eral multiple-purpose water resource proj-
ects. 8. 1229, Conferees agreed June 14,
(Presidential recommendation.)

Fisherles Loan Act: Extends for an addi-
tional 5 years the fishery loan program ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Commercial
Fisheries; expands the scope of the present
program to permit a loan to be made re-
gardless of whether the vessel to be acquired
will replace an existing vessel; and removes
the present minimum annual interest rate
of 3 percent and substitutes a formula for
establishing the interest rate. S. 998 passed
Benate June 16,

Flood protection: Authorizes the Federal
Government to bear up to 5 percent of
costs of utility relocations on projects cov-
ered by the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act when the local organization
is unable to bear such costs or eannot do so
without wundue hardship. 8. 1990 passed
Senate May 25.

Grand Coulee third powerplant: Au-
thorizes $364,310,000 for Federal construc-
tion of a third powerplant at Grand Coulee
Dam on the Columbia River in the State of
Washington, which will add 3.6 million kilo-
watts of generating capacity to the 2 million
kilowatts of the two existing plants, making
it the largest single hydroelectric develop-
ment in the world. 8. 1761 passed Senate
June 16.

Kaniksu National Forest: Authorized up
to $500,000 from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund to extend the Eaniksu Na-
tional Forest to include lands necessary for
the protection and conservation of the scenic
values and natural environment of Upper
Priest Lake in Idaho. Public Law 80-39.

Mann Creek reclamation project, Idaho:
Authorizes an additional $690,000 to com-
plete the Mann Creek project in Idaho
which, upon completion, will provide a sup-
plemental water supply to 4,465 acres and
a new water supply to 595 acres. 8. 1582
passed Senate June 16.

Manson Irrigation unit, Washington: Au-
thorized $12.3 million for the construction
and operation of the Manson Unit of the
Chief Joseph Dam project. The Manson
Unit has an irrigation potential of 5,770
acres of land, with half of the costs reim-
bursable. S. 490 passed Senate February 10.

Nez Perce National Historical Park, Idaho:
Authorized $630,000 for the purchase of
1,600 acres of land to establish the Nez Perce
National Historical Park to commemorate,
preserve, and interpret the historic values in
the early Nez Perce Indian culture, the
tribes’ war of 1877 with U.S. cavalry troops,
the Lewis and Clark expedition through the
area early in the 19th century, subsequent
fur trading, gold mining, logging and mis-
slonary activity. Public Law 89-19,

Pecos National Monument, N. Mex.: Pro-
vides for the establishment of the Pecos
National Monument in the State of New
Mexico. H.R. 3165.

Pesticides: Amends the act of August 1,
1858 by continuing 3 years a study by the
Becretary of Interior of the effects of insecti-
cldes, herbicides, fungicides, and other pesti-
cldes, on fish and wildlife for the purpose of
preventing losses to this resource. 8. 1623
passed Senate April 29.

River basin authorization: Authorizes an
additional $944 million for fiscal years 1966
and 1967 for 13 river basin plans previously
approved by Congress. H.R. 6755. Public
Law 89—

River basin planning: Authorized Federal
grants of $56 million a year in matching funds
to States for State project planning over a
10-year period; sets up a Cabinet-level water
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resources council to coordinate river basin
planning; and authorizes creation of river
basin commissions for regional planning. 8.
21 in conference. (Presidential recommen-
dation.)

Saline water conversion: Provided for an
expansion of the Federal program of research
and development in the field of saline water
conversion through authorization of an ad-
ditional $200 million in appropriations for
the period ending fiscal year 1972, S. 24
passed Senate June 16. (Presidential rec-
ommendation.)

Southern Nevada water project, Nevada:
Authorizes $81,003,000 for the Federal con-
struction of the southern Nevada water sup-
ply project, a single-purpose municipal and
industrial water supply development to fur-
nish water from Lake Mead to the cities of
Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson,
Boulder City, and Nellis Air Force Base. 8.
32 passed Senate June 17.

Tualatin project, Oregon: Authorized up
to $23 million for Federal construction of
the multipurpose Tualatin reclamation
project in Washington County, Oreg. S. 254
passed Senate April 1,

Water Resources Research Act: Amends
the 1964 Water Resource Research Act to
authorize grant, matching, and contract
funds for assistance to educational Institu-
tions In addition to State land-grant col-
leges, to competent private organizations and
individuals, and to local, State, and Federal
agencles undertaking special research in wa-
ter resource problems. Authorizes $56 million
Tor fiscal 1966 and increases the authoriza-
tion by $1 million annually until the level
of $10 million is reached. The celling of
$10 million will remain thereafter. S, 22
passed Senate March 25. (Presidential rec-
ommendation.)

Yakima project, Washington: Authorized
$5.1 million for the extension, construction,
and operation of the Kennewick division of
the Yakima project with an irrigation poten-
tial of 7,000 additional acres (present frri-
gated acreage is 19,000). All but approxi-
mately $135,000 is reimbursable. S. 794
passed Senated February 10,

SPACE

NASA: Authorized a total of $5,190,396,200
to the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for fiscal 1966 as follows: Re-
search and development, $4,5636,971,000; con-
struction. of facilities, $62,376,350; and
administrative operations, $591,048,850. H.R.
7717. (Presidential recommendation.)

TAXES

Motor fuel taxation compact: Grants the
consent of Congress to New Hampshire,
Maine, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Mary-
land and the District of Columbia to enter
into a compact relating to taxation of motor
fuels consumed by interstate buses and to an
agreement relating to bus taxation prora-
tion and reciprocity. Public Law 89-11,

Excise taxes: Reduced excise taxes by $4.7
billion. H.R. 8371. In conference. (Presi-
dential recommendation.)

TIME

Uniform time: Establishes uniform dates
for commencing and ending daylight saving
time in the States and local jurisdictions
where it is observed. S, 1404 passed Senate
June 3.

TRANSPORTATION

Navigation: Increased authorlzations for
the support and maintenance of the Perma-
nent International Commission of Congresses
of Navigation. 8. 1501 passed Senate April 21,

Oceanographic vessels: Exempts oceano-
graphic research vessels from the application
of certain vessel inspection laws. 8. 627
Ppassed Senate April 29,

VETERANS

Reopened insurance fund: Authorizes the
Veterans' Administration to transfer up to
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£1,650,000 from the veterans special term in-
surance fund, for the purpose of providing
administrative expenses in connection with
the reopening of national service life insur-
ance, Public Law 89-40.

VA hospitals: Expresses sense of Congress
on increasing the authorized bed capacity for
all Veterans’ Administration hospitals, Sen-
ate Concuwrrent Resolution 13 adopted June 4.

WELFARE

Older Americans Act: Creates an Adminis-
tration on Aging, under direction of a Com-
missioner, within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, to be a coordinat-
ing center for information and service to
State and local governments, administer
grants; promote research, gather statistics,
and prepare and publish other data. HR.
3708 passed Senate amended May 27.

National Foundation on the Arts and Hu-
manities: Establishes a National Founda-
tion on the Arts and Humanities to develop
and promote & broadly conceived national
policy of support for the arts and humanities
throughout the United States. S. 1483
passed Senate June 10, 1965.

. MISCELLANEOUS

Bank Merger Act Amendments, 1965:
Amends the Bank Merger Act to require that
future bank mergers should not be consum-
mated until 30 days after the date of ap-
proval by the appropriate banking agency.
5. 1698 passed Senate June 11, 1965.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr., President, I
yield to the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from South Dakota such time as he
may wish.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma.

VIETNAM

Mr. McGOVERN. MTr. President, I be-
lieve that the war in Vietnam has taken
a dangerous new turn with the commit-
ment of large American land forces to a
combat mission. Seventy-five thousand
American soldiers are now committed to
Vietnam, and every indication points to
a total of at least 100,000 by next fall.

This in itself is a highly dangerous
development, for it will inevitably invite
a greater commitment of forces by the
other side. The large North Vietnamese
army which has thus far remained
largely on the sidelines may be increas-
ingly drawn into the fighting in the
south. If that should happen on a
large scale, it is clear that we would either
be required to send in an army of several
hundred thousand men or face a dis-
astrous defeat or bloody stalemate out of
all proportion to our interest in this
corner of the globe. Nor does this
prospect rule out the possibility of a con-
frontation with the huge armies of
China backed by Russian air power and
modern military equipment.

Mr. President, let us be clear on one
point before we take this course. Our
present commitment of U.S. combat
forces on a sizable scale in South Viet-
nam is a radical departure from the ad-
visory and assistance role which has
heretofore been enunciated by Presidents
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson and
by Secretary of Defense McNamara.

In his original statement of U.S. aid
to South Vietnam, President Eisen-
hower said on October 23, 1954:

The purpose of this offer is to assist the
Government of Vietnam in developing and
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maintaining a strong, viable state, capable
of resisting attempted subversion or aggres-
sion through military means. The Govern-
ment of the United States expects that this
ald will be met by performance on the part

of the Government of Vietnam in undertak-.

ing needed reforms.

On September 2, 1963, President Ken-
nedy said:

I don’t think that unless a greater effort
is made by the Government to win popular
support that the war can be won out there.
In the final analysis, it is their war. They
are the ones who have to win or lose it. We
can help them, we can give them equipment,
we can send our men out there as advisers,
but they have to win it—the people of Viet-
nam—against the Communists. We are pre-
pared to continue to assist them, but I don't
think that the war can be won unless the
people support the effort.

On August 12, 1964, President Johnson
said:
The South Vietnamese have the basic re-

sponsibility for the defense of their own
freedom.

In February 1964, Secretary of De-
fense McNamara told congressional com-
mittees:

I think we must recognize that success In
the counterinsurgency campaign in South
Vietnam depends primarily upon the South
Vietnamese themselves. It depends upon
their abllity to construct a stable govern-
ment. It depends upon their willingness
to fight. It depends upon the competency
with which they are led. It depends upon
the extent to which their government de-
serves and receives the loyalty of the people,
and the support of the people. All of these
conditions are conditions that additional men
and equipment from the United States are
not likely to advance.

These statements make it perfectly
clear that we did not go into southeast
Asia to fight a major war with American
forces. We are now following a course
which is sharply at variance with the ad-
visory and supporting role previously
spelled out by three Presidents.

Yet, dangerous as this prospect is, an
even more foolish course is now emerging
as the recommendation of certain Re-
publican spokesmen who seem to be call-
ing for victory over the Vietcong guer-
rillas by massive U.S. bombing attacks
on China and North Vietnam.

Mr. President, how long will it take for
some people to realize that bombing
Hanoi or Peiping will have little or no
effect on the guerrilla forces fighting a
thousand miles away in the jungles
around Saigon? These guerrillas have
lived for 20 years largely off the country-
side. They have fought largely with
captured weapons. Their strength is
that they are a part of the people and
the terrain in which they fight. They
live with the villagers and the peasants
and in many cases are farmers by day
and fighters by night. To bomb them is
to bomb the women and children, the vil-
lagers and the peasants with whom they
are intermingled. To destroy their crops
and jungle foliage is to destroy the coun-
tryside on which the general population
depends. Thus, our bombing attacks
turn the people against us and feed the
fires of rebellion that strengthen the
guerrilla cause.
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In a recent U.S. bombing attack aimed
at the guerrillas, newsmen reported that
three out of four people seeking treat-
ment after the raid for the cruel burns
of napalm bombs were village women
and children.

How much more ineffective it would
be to start dropping bombs on the
masses of humanity piled up in the cities
of North Vietnam and China. This
would not slow down the Vietnamese
rebel forces thousands of miles to the
south. It would simply destroy the moral
and political influence of the United
States in Asia. It would turn Asia into
a seething sea of hatred against
America from which we might never re-
cover. It could insure a Communist
takeover in southeast Asia and perhaps
all of Asia and the utter collapse of
American influence in that part of the
world.

Instead of this futile course, I would
urge that we take advantage of the forth-
coming Afro-Asian Conference in Algiers
to encourage discussions with the Viet-
cong leaders in South Vietnam. Perhaps
the Algerian hosts of this Conference
could provide a useful contact with the
National Liberation Front that speaks
for the Vietcong. President Johnson has
very wisely offered to enter into nego-
tiations leading to an honorable settle-
ment of the war without preconditions.
The administration has, however, ex-
cluded the Vietcong from such negotia-
tions. That exclusion may be unwise and
may be the chief barrier to negotiations.
After all, the principal antagonists in
this struggle are the government in Sai-
gon which remains in power with U.S.
backing, and the Vietcong rebel forces
which enjoy the support of Hanoi and
Peiping. For us to insist that only Hanoi
and Peiping can negotiate for the Viet-
cong is to presume a Communist mono-
lithic bloc in southeast Asia that may be
a creature of our own misconceptions.
Nor do we have any claim to be the
principal negotiator for South Vietnam.
That is the function of Saigon. I some-
times think that the Government and
the people of South Vietnam have been
lost sight of in this strange and tragic
war.

In any event, to refuse to include the
National Liberation Front of the rebel
forces in negotiations would be similar
to King George III insisting 185 years
ago that he would negotiate with our
French ally but not with Gen. George
Washington and his rebel American
forces.

I am told that the administration ob-
jects to discussions with the Vietcong
because this might undermine the South
Vietnamese government, But govern-
ments have been falling in Saigon with
regularity every few weeks for the past
2 years. Furthermore, the government
in Saigon has repeatedly expressed the
fear that the United States is taking
over the war so completely that it has
the effect of undercutting the Saigon
government in the eyes of its people.

If we are concerned about discussions
with the WVietcong undermining the
South Vietnamese Government and I
think that is a legitimate conecern—
there are two safeguards we could fol-
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low. First, we could encourage the
South Vietnamese Government to initi-
ate such discussions with the Vietcong,
or second, we could and should give as-
surances to Saigon that any negotiations
in which we are involved will be in co-
operation with our South Vietnamese

As one respected American editor put
it:

The administration’s mistake hitherto has
been to point to a door marked “uncondi-
tional discussion,” which has also been
marked, “no admittance for the Vietcong,”
thus inhibiting a response from any quarter.
To take down that Inhibiting sign calls
for political courage by President Johnson—
almost as much as was displayed by General
de Gaulle when he proposed enterlng into
peace talks with the Algerians. But the
alternatives now seem reduced to two:
American withdrawal without parley as de-
manded by Peiping and Hanol, or the com-
mitment to South Vietnam of several U.S.
fighting divisions which will bear the brunt
of 5 or 10 more years of jungle war.

Mr. President, before we drift or plunge
into either of these unfortunate alter-
natives, I hope and pray that the Senate
will engage in long and painstaking de-
bate about the essentials of our present
foreign policy. Do we intend to rush
into every revolutionary situation in the
world on the theory that we have a man-
date to impose an American solution?
Do we intend to work with or against
the powerful nationalistic and social
forces now convulsing Asia, Africa, and
Latin America? Do we assume that all
Communist or Socialist states are “one
ball of wax” and that we must resist

them all down to the last American sol-.

dier, or can we live in peace with “Tito-
ist” type regimes, including, perhaps,
even Ho Chi Minh? Will we forever in-
sist on denying the existence of a gov-
ernment on mainland China—the most
populous nation in the world? What is
the role of the United Nations and oth-
er peacekeeping agencies in the trouble-
spots of the world? How effective is mil-
itary power in areas of overriding hu-
man misery, hunger, and disease? Do we
understand the sources of Communist
appeal to the neglected peoples of the
world? Are we using our own strongest
moral, political, and economic weapons
including our food and technical know-
how to the best advantage in our com-
petition with the Communists? Is south-
east Asia so vital to our interests that
it is sufficient cause for us to undertake
world war III in that part of the globe?

These are some of the many questions
that I hope the Senate will debate be-
fore we are committed so irrevocably to
a course in southeast Asia that all de-
bate and discussion is stilled by march-
ing feet and exploding bombs.

Mr. President, I add one final thought:

Recent announcements that U.S. forces
will engage in ground combat in Vietnam
if requested by the Government of South
Vietnam, comes at a particularly bad
moment because of the continuing in-
ability of that Government to get a grip
on the situation.

If it were a question of the United
States responding to a request for help
from a government which was moving to-
ward stability and control, that would be
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one thing. But the political standing of
the Government of South Vietnam has
grown weaker rather than stronger in
recent weeks.

It is ironiec that one newspaper—the
New York Times—carried the story of the
U.S. decision to allow U.S. troops to fight
at the request of the South Vietnamese
Government right next to a story about
the expected fall of the South Viet-
namese Government. This juxtaposition
reemphasizes the fact that the problem
in South Vietnam is first and foremost
a political one. Military measures are
also necessary at this time, but until a
satisfactory political solution is reached
in South Vietnam, military measures
alone—bombings of North Vietnam, in-
creased numbers of U.S. advisers, more
modern equipment, or actual combat by
U.S. troops—will not solve the problem.

There is a great contrast between the
direction of U.S. policy in Latin America
and in Asia. Inthe Dominican Republic,
for instance, what began as a unilateral
intervention is becoming more and more
multinational and the responsibility of
the Organization of American States.
Yet, in South Vietnam, what began as a
multinational enforcement of Geneva
commitments is becoming more and more
a unilateral intervention, in which even
the South Vietnamese Government is
playing a smaller role while the U.S. role
continues to escalate.

I think we would be wise in Asia, as
well as in Latin America, to avoid uni-
lateral intervention and to work for
multilateral support for our efforts. If it
is impossible to get effective multilateral
backing, I think that should be a clue to
us that our policies and objectives may
need reevaluation.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from South Dakota
for his very thoughtful speech. I was
not able to be present throughout the
entire speech. I did not have the op-
portunity to read the speech prior fo its
delivery. Therefore, I am not prepared
to say whether I agree with everything
that was said. I believe that the speech
was an extremely thoughtful contribu-
tion to the dialog on this very serious
situation confronting us in southeast
Asia.

All too frequently lately, I have noticed
that the columnists, editorial writers,
radio and TV commentators keep insist-
ing that any discussion of our involve-
ment in southeast Asia will somehow
or other be misunderstood over there,
and, therefore, we should not talk too
much about it over here.

My comment about that is that I do
not believe that we should qualify our
freedom and our freedom of speech in
this country based upon what might be
thought by people who never had any
freedom or freedom of speech.

‘We should not give up our freedom or
our freedom of speech in this country
merely because they do not understand
what it is about since they have never
experienced it.

I commend the Senator for a thought-
ful and courageous contribution to this
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dialog, which should continue in a free
society such as the one in which we live
and hope to continue to live for all time
to come,

APPOINTMENT OF GEN. WILLIAM F.
McKEE TO THE OFFICE OF AD-
MINISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL
AVIATION AGENCY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7777) to authorize the
President to appoint Gen. William F.
McKee (U.S. Air Force, retired) to the
office of Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
when President Johnson learned of the
intention of Najeeb E. Halaby, Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Agency, to
resign, he began searching for a man to
fill this high post—a relatively new post
in terms of Government agencies—yet a
post which requires the highest skill and
knowledge of the art of aviation, the tact
and diplomacy of an ambassador in deal-
ing with and melding the interests of
general aviation, commercial aviation,
and the military, and the experience in
Government in order to work with the
various other government agencies,
State and Federal, on aviation affairs
and to carry out the desires of the
Congress.

In selecting men and women to hold
high and responsible positions in our
Government, President Johnson has
chosen well. His search to find the best
person for the job and his refusal to ac-
cept anything less, whatever the pres-
sures upon him were, have set new stand-
ards for the quality of leadership in
government.

The man President Johnson has se-
lected to be the next Administrator of
the FAA, is, as much as any other Pres-
idential appointee, a tribute to the Pres-
ident’'s wisdom and firm adherence to his
rule—"“the best man for the job.”

Because of a provision in section
301(h) of the Federal Aviation Act of
1958 requiring the Administrator to be a
civilian, it was necessary for the Presi-
dent to ask the Congress to authorize
him to appoint William F. McKee, a re-
tired Air Force general, to be the Ad-
ministrator of the FAA.

As a former Member of both Houses
of the Congress the President is respect-
ful of the prerogatives of the Congress
and has conscientiously given great at-
tention to the wishes of the Congress.

The bill to authorize the appointment
of General McKee has been considered
carefully by the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee and the House Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee. Public
hearings were held by both committees
and every interested person and organi-
zation were afforded an opportunity to
testify. Both committees have registered
their approval of the bill.

In substance, the bill waives in this
one instance the requirement in section
301(b) that the Administrator of the
FAA be a civilian. It permits General
McKee to serve as Administrator and
retain his rank as a retired Air Force
general. General McKee would be en-
titled, as are all retired regular military



14040

officers, to receive a portion of his mili-
tary retirement pay under the Dual
Compensation Act in addition to re-
ceiving the full civilian salary as
Administrator.

The bill expressly states:

[That General McEee] shall be subject to
no supervision, control, restriction, or pro-
hibition (military or otherwise) other than
would be operative with respect to him if
he were not an officer on the retired list of
the Regular Air Force.

The bill also expressly states the in-
tent of the Congress that this is a one-
time waiver of the requirement that a
civilian serve as head of the Agency.

Any further action or waiver of this
provision would require the passage of
an act of Congress. Congress has done
this, so far as the House is concerned.
It is now up to the Senate to take some
action.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Washington.

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the pending legislation to
authorize the appointment of Gen. Wil-
liam F. McEKee. I do not support this
legislation because General McKee is a
military man. I support the legislation
because General McKee is an able ad-
ministrator.

On June 23, 1964, I made certain re-
marks in the Senate Chamber concern-
ing General McKee on the occasion of
his forthcoming retirement, which took
place on July 31, 1964. I read from my
remarks about General McEKee on that
occasion as follows:

I wish to use this opportunity to take note
of General McEee's able work and construc-
tive contribution In the Nation's service.

An outstanding management man, Gen-
eral McKee's assignment as commander of the
Alr Force Logistics Command, and then as
Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force, brought
to fruition many improvements in the sup-
port system of the Air Force which he had
planned and directed.

The activities supervised by General Mc-
Eee included both personnel procurement
and training, and the complex materiel pro-
curement and supply operation required to
support our combat air forces.

General McEee stated his objective for the
modern Air Force as follows:

“As we move farther into space, there will
be no room for error—mechanical or human.
Our efforts today are aimed at the flawless
support systems of tomorrow."

During his duty with the Air Force Logls-
tics Command, management improvements
resulted In a reduction in manpower from
224,000 to 147,000 and requirements for spare
parts were reduced by some $7 billion.

These increases in efficiency were not made
by sacrificing support to the combat units.
High-speed movement of priority and high-
value material has reduced the inventory in
the pipeline: use of electronic data processing
equipment and improved communications
can make requirements from the fleld quickly
known; and maximum use of aircargo de-
livery methods and equipment can promptly
provide the necessary equipment.

As vice commander of the Air Materlel
Command, and later as commander of the
Air Force Logistics Command, General McKee
played a major role in eliminating the vast
Air Force logistics complex overseas, which
included large depots in Africa, France, Eng-
land, Japan, and the Philippines. On his
recommendation, a depot program for Spain,
at a cost of many millions, was never bullt.
As the oversea logistics complex was phased
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out, the Air Force went to a concept of direct
support from the Zone of Interior. This re-
sulted In very substantial savings in dollars
and people. Perhaps more importantly, the
combat effectiveness of our oversea units
was significantly improved.

That is the end of the quotation from
the statement I made on the Senate
floor on June 23, 1964, in connection
with the then pending retirement of
Gen. William F. McKee from the Air
Force.

He is an outstanding administrator.
He is = man of great integrity. He has
the confidence of the people of this
country. He administered procurement
programs in the Air Force running into
billions of dollars without a word of
doubt as to his able, dedicated, and out-
standing performance in those critically
important programs.

Mr. President, I support the legislation.
I intend to support the nomination of
General McKee. He is a man of great
ability and I am convinced he will make
an excellent Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield, with the per-
mission of the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. MonNrONEY ], who has the floor.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. HARTKE. Assuming for the
moment what the Senator has said is
correct, without contradicting the high
opinion that the Senator from Washing-
ton has concerning General McKee, does
the Senator feel, in all fairness to the
general himself and to the Senate, that
before the rest of the Senate should pass
judgment on this man he should not go
through the customary and regular pro-
cedures of the Senate by coming before a
committee and having an open hearing
as to his qualifications rather than hav-
ing only individual testimony of persons
who know him personally? No such
hearing has been afforded in this case.

Mr. JACKSON. I do not think that
is the issue. It is only a matter of time.
He will be required to appear before the
Commerce Committee in connection with
his nomination.

This bill simply makes it possible for
the President to submit his nomination.

Mr. HARTEE. That is the very
essence of the proposition. This is no
general purpose bill. The bill is directed
to General McKee. Before the Senate
passes the bill, it must pass judgment
upon whether the man is qualified. The
very essence of the question involved is
that we are asked to pass a bill and to
accept the judgment of some persons
without being afforded the ordinary
course of a hearing. In other words,
we are asked to pass judgment on the
Senate floor, then to have a hearing, and
at that time pass judgment on the man
for the second time.

Mr. JACKSON. I would not question
for one moment the necessity of having
General McKee appear Lefore the Com-
merce Committee, however, I see no rea-
son to require him to appear twice—par-
ticularly since he has not yet even been
nominated.

Mr. HARTEE. Does the Senator
want me to accept his statement as au-
thority? I have respect for him, but I
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do not believe that, under similar ecir-
cumstances, the Senator from Washing-
ton would want to dispense with hear-
ings on the nomination of a certain
person merely because I thought he was
of the highest quality.

Mr. JACKSON. I only say thatIstand
on my statement. If the Senator does
not subscribe to it, obviously, he does not
have to do so. I notice that the Senator
circulated a letter questioning whether
General McKee is an administrator. I
think what I have said is quite pertinent
to the letter the Senator sent to every
Senator. I was speaking only to this is-
sue which the Senator raised in his letter.

Mr. HARTKE. That is correct.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator said that
1 week ago he was speaking on this bill,
and the distinguished majority whip
asked him what unusual qualifications
General McKee has which make him the
only person capable of holding the job
of Administrator. He stated that he did
not know, inasmuch as the Commerce
Committee had not had an opportunity
to question General McKee.

I am not saying he is the only man.
The point is that not only was he a great
officer in the Air Force of the United
States, but he has been one of the out-
standing administrators in the Pentagon.
I know that of my own knowledge. He is
a man of great integrity.

I am trying to answer the question
raised in connection with the letter.

Mr. HARTEE. I am not denying the
authorship of the statement or the letter.
The only question is whether the Senate
is entitled to do away with organic law
for one man. That is the first point.
The second point has to do with the reg-
ular procedures of the Senate which
would require the man to come before
the committee and state his qualifica-
tions, and at the same time give mem-
bers of the committee an opportunity for
examination.

Mr. JACKSON. The bill before the
Senate is a condition precedent to taking
up his nomination. It simply enables
the President to submit his nomination.
We cannot nominate him. The Presi-
dent makes the nomination does he not?
This is exactly what was done in the case
of General Marshall. There is a prece-
dent for it.

Mr. HARTEKE. Is there any guestion
that the President intends to nominate
the man if the bill passes?

Mr., JACKSON. I assume he does.
May I ask the Senator, Is there any
question in his mind as to whether he
will have an opportunity to question
General McKee?

Mr. HARTKE. I have a question, if
the bill passes, as to whether we are go-
ing to be able to question him and under-
stand what the qualifications of the nom-
inee are without having a prejudgment
by the Senate as to his qualifications.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senate is merely
saying that, if the bill before the Senate
passes, the President may appoint him.
It does not say the President must ap-
point him. It provides that the Presi-
dent may appoint him with, and I em-
phasize, “by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate.” Unless I am mis-
taken, I assume he will appear before the
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Commerce Committee, and if any Sena-
tor wishes to interrogate him, he will
have that opportunity. This bill does
not make him Administrator. It does
not constitute confirmation.

I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma,
who, I assume, will be in charge of the
committee.

Mr. MONRONEY. The law clearly
sets forth that the Administrator must
be a civilian at the time of his appoint-
ment. The bill makes it possible to
waive that section of the law so that a
retired military man may be appointed.

We cannot have a nomination and we
cannot call him before the committee to
question him on his qualifications until
the man is appointed by the President;
and he cannot be formally appointed by
the President until a bill is passed waiv-
ing that provision of the law.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. There is the further
point that the committee decided to limit
the exception to General McKee. It is
not a bill which grants the exception to
everybody.

Mr. MONRONEY. The bill does not
repeal the statute. It waives the re-
quirement for one man only. The ques-
tion is, if the President nominates this
man—and the committee had a hear-
ing—whether we should waive the law;
whether his capabilities, record, and ex-
perience, were good enough that he would
make a capable Administrator for the
FAA, so that we should waive this re-
quirement of the law for this one time,
and only one time.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. The central issue is
whether the President should have a
right to nominate the best possible per-
son for this position. That is the central
question. The fact that General McKee
happens to be a retired officer should not
automatically disqualify him. I regret
that some people are opposed to men
who have served their country for many
years with distinection.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. HARTKE. Does the Senator not
believe that the Federal Aviation Act
contains a policy statement with respect
to that question?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, but it is not im-
mutable. It can be changed. We did
it with respect to General Marshall. The
first FAA Administrator was a career
military man.

Mr. HARTEE. Why is there not a
bill before Congress that the law be re-
pealed, then?

Mr. JACKSON. What did we do in
the case of General Marshall?

Mr. HARTEKE. We did the same thing,
and General Marshall moved out as fast
as he could. Omar Bradley commented
on that and said he did not think it was
a good precedent.

Mr. JACKSON. Where did General
Marshall go?

Mr. HARTEKE. Does the Senator
glant; what General Bradley said about

at
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Mr. JACKSON. Where did General
Bradley go?

Mr. HARTKE. No special law was
needed or passed for General Bradley.

Mr. JACKSON. Did he not serve in
the Veterans' Administration?

Mr. HARTKE. No special law had to
be enacted exempting the provision that
a civilian had to serve. No special law
had to be passed for General Bradley.

Mr. JACKSON. I do not believe that
the test is whether a special law has to
be passed. The test, it seems to me, is
whether the President shall have the
right to nominate good people for high
office, wherever he can find them; and
when there is a special situation I hope
that Congress still has the discretion
and judgment left to pass on such mat-
ters recognizing that every rule must
have its exceptions. That is what we are
doing here today, it seems to me, Mr.
President.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus-
seLL of South Carolina in the chair).
Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield
to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
man being considered today is, in my
opinion, and with one exception, the
best administrator I ever knew in the
Department of Defense. The other is
now the president of one of the world's
great companies.

General McKee could make a great
deal more money if he went into private
business than he is receiving from NASA
today. However, because of the extraor-
dinary growth of that agency, he agreed
to stay in Government and serve his
country after 40 years as a remarkably
able officer.

If General McKee takes this job at
the request of the President, he will take
a reduction in salary, because he will
have to resign his commission in the
Reserve and retire—which he would do—
unless the proposed law is enacted.

I believe that point should be stressed.

I do not see why the Senate should
punish this officer for being desired as
a result of his extraordinary managerial
capacity. I do not see why we should
cause him to lose 50 percent of his re-
tirement pay, which he would lose auto-
matically if he should take this position.

To those of us who know him well, he
is the kind of man needed, the way the
world is today. When the President of
the United States asks him to do a job—
just as General Marshall did when
President Truman asked him to go to
China even though he had started his
Eetiremenb-Geneml McKee says, “‘I will

o it.”

There are many in Congress who assert
that we should raise the salaries of mili-
tary personnel. The able and distin-
guished chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee says we should raise
them even more than the administration
has asked.

Mr. President, a few days ago the Sec-
retary of the Navy made a graduation
talk at the Naval Academy. He pointed
out that of the 801 midshipmen in that
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graduating class, by the year 2007, based
on the law of probability, 2 of those men
will be at the top in the U.S. Navy. One
will be the Chief of Naval Operations,
the other the Vice Chief.

Mr. President, General McKee is the
first four-star general in the history of
the Air Force to attain four stars without
being a flyer. The reason is his extraor-
dinary managerial capacity. He is one
of the two men who, some 40 years later,
reached the top of his profession.

If he changes his job he will lose half
his retirement pay over $2,000, so he
would receive some $9,000 instead of
$16,000.

Why should the Senate punish him for
agreeing to serve in a position he is so
well qualified to handle?

The distinguished senior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY], in my opin-
ion, is the Senate authority on commer-
cial aviation, as chairman of a Subcom-
mittee on Aviation of the Commerce
Committee, pointed out in committee
yesterday that we need to develop a
supersonic transport plane, and said it
would cost approximately $2 billion.

Someone is going to make the deci-
sions incident to that $2 billion.

There is no man in this country better
qualified to make recommendations to
the President on this subject than Gen-
eral McKee.

Some of us know who is behind much
of the opposition to General McKee.
They know that General McKee cannot
be pushed around. No one is going to
tell him what to do. He will do what he
believes to be right for his country.

Mr. CLARK and Mr. PEARSON ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have already promised to yield to the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEARsON], and
am glad to yield to him now.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, let me
say at the outset of this debate that I
am in opposition to the bill. I have read
the hearings. I have listened to the
statement of the Senator from Washing-
ton reciting the qualifications of General
McKee months before his name was ever
submitted in relation to this bill. I have
heard the distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma in committee recite and en-
dorse the qualifications of General
McEee and his great experience. I have
listened with great attention to the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTONI,
who has had a great deal of experience
as a former Secretary of Air and in the
Armed Services Committee. I have read
his statement in the REcorp made a day
or so ago. I therefore do not believe that
there is any question about the qualifi-
cations of General McKee.

In the hearings conducted by the able
chairman of the subcommittee, because
of the nature of the bill, the question of
General McEKee's qualifications naturally
arose, although he did not appear to tes-
tify.

Let me say to the Senator from Okla-
homa that while I oppose the bill, if the
Senate is going to pass it, and the Senate
is going to approve the nomination, I
believe, without any doubt, that I shall
vote for confirmation of the nomination
of General McKee.
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However, the issue is not as the Sen-
ator from Washington has stated,
whether we shall or shall not appoint a
military man. The issue is whether we
are going to adhere to the principles laid
down in the act creating the Federal
Aviation Agency, as to whether a civilian
agency shall be administered by a ci-
vilian.

I understand and respect the position
of a man who has been in the military
service for many years that there is no
opportunity for him to build up an estate
of any kind. I can understand the ben-
efits that are the right of his family, and
the right that he has to go out into ci-
vilian life and earn, no doubt, a large
salary. However, I believe that the pro-
visions of this bill violate the principles
of civilian control and civilian adminis-
fration, and also the principle of the
Dual Compensation Act passed last year.

That is the basis on which I oppose
the bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. I respect the right
of my distinguished friend from Kansas
to disagree. He has a right to question
the wisdom of waiving this provision in
the act. Congress wrote the restriction
in the first place. I happened to be the

author of the act.
I acknowledge that

Mr. PEARSON.
fact.

Mr. MONRONEY., I know the rea-
son why it was put in the act. At that
time we were having a serious contest
with the Air Force. The Air Force re-
fused to comply with civilian aviation
rules, and refused to file flight plans, or
to even notify the civilian aviation
agency when it was conducting refuel-
ing operations over major trunkline
routes. They would not agree to any
sharing, with the civilian components, of
the air space. This was a good many
years ago. That was the situation that
prevailed at that time.

Mr. PEARSON. If the Senator will
let me interrupt him at this point, it is
my understanding that the Senator does
not intend to repeal section 301(b), but
only to waive it in this instance. Isthat
correct?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. Section 301
(b) is good policy and should not be re-
pealed.

This case involves the appointment of
the Administrator for the Aviation
Agency. That does not mean that Con-
gress is confirming him in this post, be-
cause, as the distinguished Senator
knows, the full process of confirmation
will be gone through if he is appointed
to the office, at which time General
McEee will be called before the commit-
tee, and he will be questioned as to his
ability and as to what he stands for and
as to how he proposes to operate the

Agency.

Any opposition witnesses who wish to
be heard will be heard. This is not a
matter of finality. This is merely a step
in the proceedings.

Mr. PEARSON. The point is we are
not debating his qualifications.

Mr. MONRONEY. We are not de-
bating his qualifications. However, it is
necessary to debate the need for a man
of his gualifications in order to furnish
justification for what I consider to be a
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reasonable waiver of the section which
was written into the Federal Aviation
Act. It is necessary to discuss the man,
because otherwise we would not want to
waive section 301(b).

Mr. PEARSON. I do not wish to be
misunderstood. Does the Senator really
believe that section 3 of the bill has any
real validity in meaning?

Mr. MONRONEY. Section 301(b)?

Mr. PEARSON. No; section 3 of the
bill, which states that this is a waiver
for this particular time because of the
peculiar circumstances that are involved.
It is very similar to the language used
in the act when General Marshall was
appointed Secretary of Defense, which
was a civilian post. We have done it
once. Now we are about to do it a second
time. Will we be asked to do it a third
time?

Mr. MONRONEY. It was not done in
the case of General Quesada. General
Quesada, for reasons known to himself,
chose to become a civilian. He had other
financial means, and was not as con-
cerned, perhaps, with the retirement pay
that he had so justly accumulated.
Therefore, he stripped himself of his
military rank by resigning, and became
a civilian. This bill would not be re-
quired today if General McKee were to
forgo his accumulated 35 or 40 years of
military retirement pay and became g
civilian, In that case he would come
before our committee as a civilian. Hav-
ing resigned his commission, he would be
confirmed as a civilian in the post of
Administrator.

We are asking for the waiver because
we do not believe he should forgo his
years of valued, competent and able
service to his Government in order to
serve his Government a little longer in
a post in which the President—and I
concur in the President’s view—{feels he
is most competent to serve.

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator may
have misunderstood me in part. I said
we did it in the case of General Mar-
shall.

Mr. MONRONEY, Yes.

Mr. PEARSON. We are asked to do it
in the case of General McEee for equally
good reasons, no doubt. Will we be
asked to do it a third time?

Mr. MONRONEY. At this point I
would say that if a situation should
arise in which there was not a civilian
of extreme competence available, and a
highly qualified military man were avail~
able, and if he possessed the required ca-
pabilities, then, since I do not distrust
the military, we might want to wailve it
again., The situation must be faced at
the time, the place, the man, and the
need, as it arises. I do not see any reason
why Congress should be denied the right
to examine this act in the light of all the
circumstances. Section 301(b) is a most
essential part of the act. I believe it
should stay in the act. Congress can al-
ways say, “We want to take a look at it
to see if there is reason or justification
for wailving it at this time.”

There may be another time; and if
there is, and if we find a man who can
do the job, and we do not find a com-
petent Democrat available for the job,
I believe we should waive it again.
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Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I should
like to ask my friend from Oklahoma &
question. I take it from what I have
heard in the debate that Senators agree
that General McKee is an able and loyal
American citizen, and that no one has
questioned his ability or integrity. Is
that correct?

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is
correct. That is my understanding.

Mr. CLARK. Assuming that to be the
case, does the Senator agree with the
statement which appears at page 4 of the
committee report, which is a quotation
from Executive Report No. 7, 86th Con-
gress, 2d session:

Furthermore, and perhaps most important,
one of the basic principles of our soclety is
that the control of government, including the
policymaking function, should be vested in
civillans with the military subordinate.
Continued appointments of career officers
could destroy the symbol of civillan govern-
ment as well as promote the unfortunate
practical effects assoclated with almost domi-
nant military influence.

Dt;a;s the Senator agree with that state-
men

Mr. MONRONEY. Iconcurred in that
language the time it was written, and I
concur in it now. It is one of the main
reasons why we are asking for a waiver
insfead of a repeal, because I am con-
scious of the necessity of guarding this
point very carefully.

Of those who are listed by the FAA in
its executive handbook, listing 298 of the
top officials of FAA, only 9 are officers on
active duty. That is a very small per-
centage.

Mr. CLAREK. I take it that the answer
of the Senator to my question is “yes.”
Does he agree with it?

Mr. MONRONEY. I agree.

Mr. CLARK. Is the Senator satisfied
that there is no competent civilian who
can be appointed to this post; that the
United States has gotten into the unfor-
tunate position where only this able four-
star general is competent to carry on
these duties, and therefore we must waive
a sound principle of American constitu-
tional law in order to get this four-star
general? Isno eivilian qualified, in other
words?

Mr. MONRONEY. The President has
searched for a long time trying to find
some competent people to do the job,
particularly in view of the prospect of
our building the SST.

Mr. CLARE. What is the SST?

Mr. MONRONEY. The supersonic
transport.

Mr. CLARE. Of course, I yield to the
Senator on all matters pertaining to
aviation, as I do also to the Senator from
Missouri, because they know so much
more than I about this subject. How-
ever, it is my opinion that we need a
supersonic transport about as much as
we need a hole in the head.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is the Sen-
ator’s opinion. My opinion differs from
his. If we do build it, we should have
a good manager. General McKee is a
manager of extraordinary competence.
He is experienced in aviation. He en-
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joys the confldence not only of the
civilian community, but of the military
community as well. Let us not forget
that 35 percent of all the airspace is used
by the military.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. It occurs to me that
the candid, honorable, and right way
to do what is sought is not to ask for
another exception, continuing the creep-
ing control of the military over the ci-
vilian aspects of our Government, which
in my judgment has gone much too far
already. It has gone so far that in my
opinion the Pentagon is now running the
State Department. The candid thing
to do is to repeal the provision of law
which prevents the military man from
being the head of this Agency, and let
us really start down the road toward
a military dictatorship.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I am happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I always thought
that the State Department ran the
Pentagon. That has been my opinion.

I should like to answer the inquiry of
the Senator from Pennsylvania. I sup-
pose that many people in the United
States would fall within the criteria of
the job about which we are talking.
But most of them would not take the
job. I would suspect that any of those
who are as qualified in that particular
field as is General McKee would have
to sacrifice much more in pay, whether
they are retired military people or com-
petent scientists or engineers, than Gen-
eral McKee would receive.

The problem is not whether the United
States is devoid of people who could do
the job. The problem relates to the
availability of qualified people.

At the time the original bill was passed,
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY], knows that we were in the
throes of a real controversy between the
military and civilians. The problems in-
volved safety and other things of that
character. As the Senator knows, we
separated functions and made the FAA
practically a safety division.

If that was their only function now, I
would think that a man of McKee's ex~
perience and ability to be the Adminis-
trator of FAA would not even be sug-
gested. But over the years the FAA has
expanded. It has been getting along
with the military. Joint rules have been
worked out. A great deal more stability
in the safety rules of U.S. aviation has
been created.

Then there were some private pilots
who, we mast be frank, always have some
problems with the FAA. They did not
like the idea of a military man being
head of the Agency. I suppose when we
were talking about the subject years ago
many of those pilots had recently come
from the military. Senators who have
been in the military know that when a
man is about ready to get out of the
military service, he does not wish to see
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any more sergeants, officers, or other
military personnel.

At that time the Senator from Okla-
homa and the other members of the
committee wisely decided that only one
of the top jobs in the FAA, either the
office of Deputy or the Administrator,
could be occupied by a career military
man.

At the time that General Quesada was
appointed—and I do not believe that
General Quesada would mind my sug-
gesting it now—he had a rough time
with some of the civilian pilots. There
was a great deal of conflict. I wish to be
perfectly fair about it.

General McKee is not an aviator.
Since then the FAA has taken on many
more duties, one of which I think is most
important. That is the duty of liaison
between the Federal Aviation Agency
and NASA with relation to our future in
the sonic field. We might have come to
the same view to which the Senator
came, for the question involved the space
field.

A short while ago we had in the Senate
Chamber those fine young astronauts.
We were down in the Appropriations
Committee talking with representatives
about appropriations for that agency.
It was appropriate that the astronauts
should come at this time. Their visit
saved me a great deal of trouble in the
committee. I believe the appropriation
will get along nicely.

So the situation has changed. We
have looked around for available people
who would be objective, because there is
a great deal of competition between FAA
research and development and NASA.
McKee looked like the one we needed,
because of his experience in the Air
Force. I believe the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymincToN] knows about that.
I do not believe that anyone searched or
scoured the United States to determine
whether he was the best man, but Mc-
Eee was found, and he had the problem
about which we are now speaking.

In view of the future of aviation in
many fields, we think General McKee
seems to be the best man available, and
we desire to make an exception to the
rule.

The Senator from Oklahoma was abso-
lutely correct in his answer to the Sen-
ator from Kansas [Mr. PEarson]. I sup-
pose there will be another exception. I
do not know. We thought that when
General Marshall was named, it was a
time to reverse the rule. We thought
that a time to reverse it occurred when
the name of General Quesada was be-
fore the Senate. In the fast-moving
technological air space age that we are
getting into, there may be several oc-
casions on which an exception must be
made. I do not know. But as the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has said, each re-
quested exception must stand upon its
own merits, its own facts; and if the facts
do not justify the request, we would be
the last to suggest that an exception be
made.

The peculiarity of the facts in the
present case justifies the exception. No
one over the years in aviation has been
more concerned about the encroachment
of the military, the running of it or get-
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ting into it deeply, than the Senator from
Oklahoma. I was surprised. I thought
that when he looked at the proposal he
would be reluctant to act. But after he
looked at the facts, he decided that he
would support the measure.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to make
my position clear to both the Senator
from Oklahoma and the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think that fairly
well states the history of the act.

Mr. CLARK. If Senators desire to put
the military on top and not on tap, I am
quite prepared to pay whatever differ-
ence there may be in retirement allow-
ances or extra perquisites by reason of
waiving or giving up of pension rights,
or whatever else is necessary in order to
get this fine man, General McKee. I am
sure an excellent man has been picked.
Perhaps he is the best man. What I am
saying is, “If you go looking around, as
you do every time, for military personnel
to put into civilian jobs, for goodness
sakes let us change the law and not come
:Jnuhere with what is essentially a private

i -”

Mr. MONRONEY. This a private bill
dealing with one man because he has the
competence that we need. I would re-
fuse to introduce a bill that would in ef-
fect say, “Go to the Air Force and pick
out a general to head this agency.” But
for General McKee I would have intro-
duced a bill if the chairman had not;
and I support it because I know he has
competence greater than anyone else
who is available at what the Federal Gov-
ernment can pay a man for the job. If
we paid twice the amount involved we
could not find a man whose experience in
all phases of aviation was as diversified
and complete.

Mr. CLAREK. In other words, he is the
indispensable man. Is that correct?

Mr. MONRONEY. He is the best
available man that we can find today.
If we expect to take an inferior man be-
cause of the prejudice against the Air
Force, Senators who wish to vote that
way can do so. But I am not among
them,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I remember dis-
cussions on the floor of the Senate when
the nomination of John McCone came
before the Senate to be Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency. No one in
the Senate today would say that John
MecCone did not make a good Director of
the CIA. But at the time the Senate
considered the confirmation of his nom-
ination, we heard that he was a former
Pentagonian and a successful business-
man. Seldom has a man left the service
of the Government who received more
accolades than did John McCone. It was
well for the country that the Senate de-
cided to trust him in this vital job.

What is one of the big arguments
against W. F. McKee? One is that he
is a general, in other words he has been
successful. Out of a class of hundreds of
men, he rose to be No. 2.

McKee offered to give up the money to
take the job because his President asked
him to take it. He will lose nearly half
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his retirement pay. Why do we now plan
to take it all?
Mr. President, will the

Mr. HARTEKE.
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will gladly yield
when I finish my sentence. Do we want
to say “Because you are successful, be-
cause you are the best man the Presi-
dent can find, because those of us who
are interested in aviation believe you are
the best man that the President can find,
we feel you should lose all of your rights
as a Reserve officer, including your re-
tirement pay”?

I do not believe that is just. I know
the young officers. I have worked with
them and lived with them. They watch
what happens to those ahead nearer the
twilight of their careers. They are vi-
tally interested in their retirement status.

I have known able young captains and
majors who were offered positions in the
Government. Uppermost in their minds
is what their rights are.

I wish the distinguished senior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] were here
today. He is an authority on this sub-
ject,

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. HARTEE. I wish he were, too.
The senior Senator from Georgia ex-
pressed his view to me, and he told me
I was right. I wish he were here. Iam
sorry about the death in his family. I
think he would be on our side.

The point is that the Senator from
Missouri consistently and insistently says
that the issue concerns the qualifica-
tions of General McKee. As the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. PEarson] pointed out,
we are not talking about his qualifica-
tions now, unless the Senator from Mis-
souri would have the Senate precluded
from going into hearings on his qualifica-
tions.

In this case, the Senator from Missouri
is, to all intents and purposes, conduct-
ing the actual hearing on General Mc-
Kee without the benefit of having him
present. Let me say one thing about the
statement that he made about being will-
ing to give up his rights. I do not know
what he would say. I know what Mr.
Macy said in the hearings before the
House of Representatives, which were not
even printed. I know what was said in
the Senate hearings. It was said that
General McKee could not rfford to take
the job. It was not said outright, but it
was implied strongly that he would not
accept this appointment unless this bill
‘were passed.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from
Indiana made that point about hearings
to the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson]. The Senator will have the
right to question General McEee about
his knowledge and thinking and back-
ground and record; his obligations, if
any, to military and civilian organiza-
tions interested in aviation. Every mem-
ber of that great committee will have a
right to question General McEKee thor-
oughly.

After he has undergone the interro-
gations presumably the committee will
meet in executive session and vote as to
whether or not they believe he is capable
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of handling the job. But there would be
no way to have such hearings unless we
obtain this law in order to get the best
man the President knows to do the job.

The chairman of the Committee on
Commerce [Mr. Macnuson] and the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Avi-
ation [Mr. MonrONEY] are on the floor.
Can they tell the Senate whether they
intend to have any hearings, or if they
merely intend to poll the committee to
see whether the committee agrees to
the confirmation of General McKee's
nomination. I would ask the Senator
from Oklahoma if he plans to hold
hearings.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Oklahoma, who is chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, plans to hold
hearings. The chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce is in the Chamber;
he can speak for himself.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Hearings will be
held.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Iam sure that the
hearings will be as full and complete as
the Senator from Indiana, or anyone
else, desires them to be—open for full
questioning. But no hearings on con-
firmation can be held unless a law is
enacted making General McKee eligible
for appointment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on this point?

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr, PASTORE. I believe I am the
one who is responsible for the start of
all this debate. I raised the question
in committee. I shall vote for the bill,
and I shall vote to confirm the nomina-
tion of General McKee because I believe
he is qualified for the position; there is
no question about that. But the law
must be amended in order to allow a
former military man to assume this
responsibility.

The question I raised in committee is
the question I should like to raise at this
point. It should be understood that
there is no trouble with this particular
law; the trouble is with the basic law.

Sometime ago Congress made it per-
missible for the Government to hire back
certain military people. The trouble in
this instance is that we run up against
the gquestion of compensation each time
such a proposal is made. What will be
the compensation? Shall we allow such
persons to receive a salary up to the full
extent that the job is entitled to under
the law, plus retirement pay? I thought
it was absolutely wrong to do so unless
we determined that the individual had
a specialized ability that could not be
engaged unless this concession were
made.

I admit that there are times when it is
necessary to rehire in the Government
certain military personnel, so that the
Government will not lose all their train-
ing and talent. But we must realize—
and the people concerned should realize
it, too—that they are being paid out of
the same pocket. They are being paid
by the taxpayers of the country.

The position in question pays $30,000
a year. Anyone who takes that position,
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no matter what his connections might be
outside the Government, can receive only
$30,000.

Mr. McKee already receives retirement
pay as a former soldier. We must realize
that he made no contribution toward
that retirement pay. That retirement
pay comes out of the same Treasury.
Mr. McEKee will end up getting $38,000
a year. In my opinion, that is wrong.
We should preserve this man’s rights so
that when he does give up the position,
he will not have lost his entitlement to
his pension. But while he is serving the
Government, and the Government has
set the pay for the position at $30,000 a
year, that is all he should get. That is
the objection I raise.

I find no fault with General McKee.
He should have this job. The only trou-
ble is that he is now receiving $38,000
working for NASA. It would be an in-
justice to ask him to transfer from one
job to another at this point and take a
cut in pay of $8,000 a year. That is why
the bill should be passed.

But I said before the committee that
what should be done is to refer the bill
to the Committee on Armed Services and
let that committee restudy the whole
problem.

We are beginning to appoint former
military men as ambassadors. I can
understand why that was done in the
case of General Taylor. There was a
special reason for him to go to Vietnam.
But the idea of appointing former sol-
diers, who are receiving retirement pay,
as ambassadors all over the world is
wrong, if they are to receive double pay.

Those men must be made to under-
stand that they are serving the Govern-
ment that gave them their training, that
enabled them to develop their talents to
qualify for these positions. They ought
to be willing to make sacrifices. But
when they are appointed, they ought fo
get the top dollar. They ought to get
what the job pays.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I do not have the
floor. The Senator from Oklahoma
yielded to me. If I have permission
from him, I shall be glad to yield to the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield further to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator from
Rhode Island referred to the dual com-
pensation law, which contains some
weaknesses. Yet, if we, at the time we
passed the dual compensation law, had
made the most detailed, the most thor-
ough, the most in-depth examination of
its application, and had referred it back
to the Federal Aviation Administration
Act, it would not have applied, because
we are here talking about a civilian ad-
ministrator.

Mr. PASTORE. Thatis correct. That
is why it is necessary for Congress to
amend the law. There is a double fea-
ture. Not only must the military pro-
hibition be removed; the law must also
specify the retirement provisions.

The serlous question I raise is that
after General McKee resigns from the
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job, his retirement pay will be enhanced
by that amount of money. His retire-
ment pay will be his Army retirement
pay plus his civil service retirement pay.
I merely say that that seems to be an un-
justified aggrandizement. I do not
think General McKee wants that. He
is getting his pay from NASA. He will
be asked to assume another responsi-
bility, and I do not think he should re-
ceive double pay.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
reply to the able and distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, concerning
the details of what will happen if Gen-
eral McKee takes this job if the Senate
confirms the President's nomination of
General McEKee as Administrator, he
would receive the authorized salary of
$30,000 to head the FAA.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. SYMINGTON. This matter has
already been considered by Congress un-
der what has been referred to as the
Dual Compensation Act.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect. I referred to that.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Therefore, Gen-
eral McKee, if he were to take this job,
would receive the first $2,000 of his re-
tirement pay, plus only 50 percent of the
balance.

Mr. PASTORE. Which means that he
would be getting $39,000 for the job.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The retirement
compensation would be $9,032.

As of today, serving NASA, General
McKee receives $24,500, and, under the
exception in the Dual Compensation Act,
he receives his full retirement pay.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. SYMINGTON. His full retire-
ment pay amounts to $16,065.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. SYMINGTON. At present his to-
tal compensation is $40,565. So, if the
legislation were to pass after General
McKee appears before the committee,
and if the committee were to confirm
him, he would take a cut of $1,533 to
take the new job.

Mr. PASTORE. Not exactly.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Exactly.

Mr. PASTORE. It would be the dif-
ference between $40,000 and $39,000.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It would be the
difference between $40,565 and $39,032,
which would be $1,533.

Mr. PASTORE. The point I am mak-
ing is that he would receive everything
over $30,000, which would be more than
the classification for the job would pro-
vide for anyone who would assume that
responsibility.

That is where the unfairness comes in.
‘We have a right to call military people
back into service. However, when we
call them back, the top dollar in com-
pensation ought to be what the classi-
fication for the job provides.

Mr, SYMINGTON. $39,032.

Mr. PASTORE. No. The job pays
$30,000. That is what it is, All we
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would have to do would be to suspend
his retirement pay until such time as he
becomes retired. He would then be get-
ting $30,000 a year.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. Iyield.

Mr. MONRONEY. The general could
go into 99 percent of the high-paying jobs
in the Government and not sacrifice his
pension, with the exception of that por-
tion which comes under the Dual Com-
pensation Act.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MONRONEY. Because this job is
specifically denied to a military man by
statute, we must pass this bill. We
would not wish to penalize the general if
he were to choose to go into one particu-
lar job and not penalize his brother gen-
erals. General McKee could go into 99
percent of the high paying jobs and still
draw his dual compensation pay, which
would be $2,000 plus half of the
remainder.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect. I do not have any fault to find
with General McKee. All I am saying is
that the entire law should be reviewed in
a very impersonal way.

Mr. MONRONEY. I agree.

Mr. PASTORE. We have people in
Government who have given up a fortune
to come to the Government and work for
peanuts, relatively speaking. The fact
that they can get a better job has noth-
ing to do with it. That salary is all that
the Government pays.

The fact still remains that, as few as
they may be, that does not justify the
fact that we must begin to make all these
exemptions. I merely say that we ought
to pass this law. We ought to conserve
the experience of General McKee. We
ought to give him this salary. There is
no question about that. However, we
should not stop with General McKee.
We should review the entire law and
bring it into the proper balance.

I shall vote for General McKee. I shall
vote for this bill. And I hope that we
can do it rather soon.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
there has been severe opposition to this
bill—T repeat, to the bill and not to Gen-
eral McKee. I could spend many min-
utes listing the achievements and experi-
ence of General McKee and explaining
why he is uniquely qualified to hold this
office at this time. But since the objec-
tions are not directed at General McKee
personally, suffice it to say that his ex-
perience as Vice Chief of Staff of the Air
Force, having been responsible for re-
search and development, procurement
and supply, transport operations; the 9
years’ experience he had in command
and management responsibility for the
Air Materiel Command, directing the
work of more than 150,000 employees
engaged in aviation occupations and pro-
fessions throughout the country and
abroad; and the experience he acquired
during this last year in evaluating the
program of NASA in advanced science
and technology, particularly relating to
aeronautical research and development,
are a guarantee that he will be an able
Administrator of the FAA,
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. The objections of some Members of
the Congress are threefold:

First. That section 301(b) of the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958 should never be
violated by the appointment of a military
man as Administrator.

Second. That if a military man serves
as Administrator, he should not be per-
mitted to receive his military retirement
pay.

Third. That the appointment of Gen-
eral McKee would be a further step to-
ward control of our Government by the
military.

I believe Congress decision that the
Administrator of the FAA should be a
civilian was wise and I would strongly
oppose any attempt to repeal this provi-
sion of our organic aviation law. But
this provision must be considered in the
light of the problems in aviation at the
time the a:t was passed.

In 1858, and for many years prior
thereto, there was a great conflict be-
tween the military users of airspace and
the civilian wusers. Frankly, the mili-
tary attitude was “we will take what we
want of the airspace; use it as long as
we want and for whatever purpose we
want, and the civilian users can have
what is left.” Such an attitude created
grave air safety problems and was detri-
mental to the development of a strong
national air transportation system.

There were other areas in which civil-
ian and military aviation were in conflict.
As has been the tradition in this country,
it was decided that there should be civil-
ian control of our airways.

This did not mean, however, that there
should never be a man with a military
background as Administrator—nor did
it mean that the military was to be sub-
jugated completely to civilian control
with no participation in aviation deci-
sions.

Section 302(b) of the act specifically
provides that the Deputy Administrator
of the FAA may be a military man—even
a military man on active duty. That
section further provides, however, that
no military man can serve as deputy *“if
the Administrator is a former Regular
officer of any one of the armed services.”
Thus, by the very language of the act,
Congress recognized that someone with a
military backeground would and could
serve as Administrator.

The prohibition in the act, therefore,
is not directed against a man with mili-
tary experience. Rather, it is directed
at someone who is either on active duty
or on the retired list. But military ex-
perience and a military background are
the same, whether a person is an active
duty, retired, or resigned.

Section 302(c) of the act expresses
Congress intent that the military should
have a voice in the decisions of the Agen-
cy and provides for the participation of
military personnel to assist the Admin-
istrator in carrying out his function
“relating to regulation and protection of
air traffic, including provisions of air
navigation facilities, and research and
development in respect thereto, and the
allocation of air space.” This is neces-
sary for reasons of national defense and
s0 that the Administrator will be fully
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advised of the needs and alr space prob-
lems of the military. Section 302(¢) pro-
vides that military men detailed to serve
in the FAA shall not be subject to the
direction or control of the military
branch in which they serve.

The Administrator must report to the
Congress semiannually on the partici-
pation of military personnel in the Agen-
¢y. The last report of the Administrator
disclosed that as of May 1965, there were
94 military personnel assigned to the
Agency. This is 94 military personnel
out of a total employment in excess of
45,000.

Perhaps the greatest hue and ery over
the appointment of General McKee is in
regard to the compensation he will re-
ceive. This is most surprising, and I
can only conclude that the opposition
comes from those who are either una-
ware that the Congress passed the Dual
Compensation Act in August of last year
or from those who are unfamiliar with
the provisions of that act.

From the intensity of feeling of those
opposed to this bill, you would think that
& special exception is being made in the
case of General McKee, so that he may
be paid more than any other retired mili-
tary man. You would think that this is
a bill to confer special benefits and privi-
leges on General McKee.

Nothing could be further astray from
fact. General McKee will be paid
$30,000 a year for his services as Admin-
istrator of the FAA. This is the value
Congress has placed on that job and is
the compensation for the services ren-
dered in carrying out its duties and re-
sponsibilities. It is a full-time job, and
General McKee will be a full-time Ad-
ministrator. Surely his services are
worth the $30,000 as much as the services
of any civilian.

In addition to the $30,000—and com-
pletely separate and apart from any
function General McEKee might perform
as Administrator—he will receive $8,404
in military retirement pay. This is, in
substance, deferred compensation for his
years of service as an active military
officer. In General McKee's case, this
represents a reduction in pay from that
which he is currently receiving as Assist-
ant Administrator for Management De-
velopment of NASA.

I do not think this is the time to de-
bate the merits of the Dual Compensa-
tion Act as it applies to retired Regular
military officers. The only reason a spe-
cial bill is required for General McKee is
because of the requirement that the Ad-
ministrator be a ecivilian. Otherwise,
the President could appoint General
McKee without special legislation, and
there would have been no question
about the compensation he would re-
ceive.

But I must comment briefly on the
Dual Compensation Act. Enlisted mili-
tary personnel and retired Reserve offi-
cers have for many years been permit-
ted to fill civilian Federal Government
posts and draw full salary plus full mili-
tary retirement pay. Many retired
Regular military officers, however, were
prohibited by a maze of complicated
and numerous laws from even holding
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a civilian position, much less also re-
ceiving military retirement pay.

To correct this inequity and to pro-
vide for uniform treatment of retired
Regular officers, the Congress last year
passed the Dual Compensation Act,
which permits a retired Regular officer
to serve in a civilian position and to re-
ceive $2,000 of his military retirement
pay plus one-half of the remainder in
excess of $2,000. This applies uniform-
ly to all retired Regular officers except
those disabled in combat, no matter
what their rank and no matter what
their civilian positions.

I might add that retired Reserve offi-
cers are still permitted to draw full
civilian salary and full military retire-
ment pay.

Therefore, no exception is being made
for General McKee as far as his com-
pensation is concerned. He will be re-
ceiving the usual compensation for his
services as Administrator and a portion
of his military retirement pay—a portion
to which all retired regular officers are
now entitled.

Those who disapprove the Dual Com-
pensation Act should more appropriately
direct their criticism against that act,
not this bill to authorize the appoint-
ment of General McKee. Those who be-
lieve that act should be changed should
propose bills to amend it. I assure them
that I, as chairman of the Senate com-
mittee to which such bills would be
referred, will give prompt and fair con-
sideration to any suggestions that might
be made.

But dissatisfaction with the provisions
of a law passed by the Congress concern-
ing dual compensation should not be a
stumbling block to the appointment of a
man whom the President needs at this
time to carry out the functions of an im-
portant government agency.

To those who fear military domination
of our Government, I can only say that
I am opposed to military domination
also. I would disagree with them that
we are in such danger at the present
time.

Certainly, the appointment of Gen-
eral McEKee will not suddenly transform
our Government into one dominated by
the military.

The military should never control our
Government and the Congress should al-
ways be alert to prevent any such oceur-
rence. The Federal Aviation Act of
1958 is evidence of Congress’ concern and
provides a model procedure for the
monitoring by the Congress of military
participation in civilian government.

As I mentioned before, no military man
can be appointed Administrator of the
FAA without the specific approval of both
Houses of the Congress. And, with re-
spect to those military officers participat-
ing in the Agency, the Congress is
furnished with a semianual report to
advise it of the number, rank, and posi-
tions of those military personnel.

Of the three objections raised to the
appointment of General McKee, only
one is relevant—that he is a retired mili-
tary officer and the act calls for a civilian.
The other two objections—dual compen-
sation and military domination—are
peripheral matters which should be
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given separate consideration by the
Congress.

The provision in this bill reiterating
Congress’ intent that civilians be ap-
pointed as Administrator of the FAA in
the future and the continuing require-
ment of section 301(b) in the organic law
to the same effect provide adequate as-
surance that there will be no military
domination of the FAA.

I strongly urge the Senate to pass this
bill so that the President can appoint
General McKee as Administrator of the
FAA and so that General McKee can as-
sume this responsible position at the
earliest possible time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wish to make clear
what the contemplation of the commit-
tee is with respect to the language in the
bill excepting General McKee from the
general operation of the law.

If the Senator from Oklahoma will
look at the bill for a moment, on the
first page of the bill it is provided:

That, notwithstanding the provisions of
section 301 (b) of the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958 * * *, or any other provision of law,
the President, acting by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, is authorized to
appoint General William F. McEee * * * to
the office of Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency.

My question is, Does the committee
and does the bill contemplate that with-
in the bill there is already given the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, or is it
contemplated that the nomination shall
come before the Commerce Committee,
where hearings may be had and a final
recommendation made by the committee
concerning whether the appointment
shall be approved?

Mr. MONRONEY. I say without fear
of contradiction that the President can-
not appoint General McKee, subject to
the advise and consent of the Senate, un-
less this exception to section 301(b)
passes, because the law requires that at
the time of appointment, the man named
must be a civilian. Consequently, un-
less Congress enacts this bill, General
McKee will not be eligible for Presiden-
tial appointment. Therefore, when he
is eligible, if the requirement of the pres-
ent law is waived by the passage of the
bill, we shall start confirmation proceed-
ings, He will then be subject to the
usual Senate confirmation procedures.

As the distinguished chairman of the
committee said, and as I said, the con-
firmation hearing will be held and all
witnesses will be heard. The bill before
us has nothing to do with confirmation.
It precedes the confirmation that must
take place.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is my understand-
ing that the committee, in recommend-
ing the bill, concludes that unless a bill
of this character were passed, the Presi-
dent could not make the appointment
or nomination.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. -

Mr. LAUSCHE. Therefore, if the bill
is passed, the appointment or nomina-
tion is to be made, if the President so
determines, and then the natural course
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of confirmation of the nomination by the
Senate will follow.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. I invite the Senator’s
attention to Mr. Macy’s letter to the
committee saying that he thought the
bill was entirely consistent with the Dual
Compensation Act. In his prepared
testimony, found on pages 6 and 7 of the
hearings, he likewise stated that, in his
opinion, this particular bill is not in-
consistent with the provisions of the
Dual Compensation Act.

As I understand the Senator’s state-
ment made a moment ago in his speech,
he concurs in that view.

Mr. MONRONEY. It is consistent
with the Dual Compensation Act, but
only if we make him eligible for nomina-
tion.

Mr. PEARSON. It may be a narrow
point, but this is the point I sought to
develop a few moments ago. When we
debated the Dual Compensation Act, we
could have searched into all aspects in
an effort to learn whether we were going
to range into complicated situations un-
der the CAA and the Civil Aeronautics
Board. But it would not apply, because
civilians must b= appointed.

Mr. MONRONEY. Only in the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency and some agencies
in the Military Establishment, where the
law prohibits military men; but in the
rest of the Government the Dual Com-
pensation Act applies to all military
men. So we would prejudice General
McKee if we do not enact this bill.

Mr. PEARSON. I may be in error,
but I wish to make the point that two
questions are involved. One is the ques-
tion of civilian control of a civilian
agency and the application to the nomi-
nee of the Dual Compensation Act. We
will, however, let the latter point go.

Now I come to my last question. I be-
lieve the Senator from Oklahoma can
answer it better than anybody else can.
What is and what has been the tradi-
tional function of the Federal Aviation
Agency since reorganization?

Mr. MONRONEY. It has been to pro-
mote safety on our airways, to provide
fair aeronautical standards for pilots
and others, to certificate all new equip-
ment, to maintain airway navigation-
al aids, to give flight tests for pilots, and
tc provide aid for airports. There is a
multilateral combination of dozens of
jobs. That is wny we need someone with
the broad general administrative experi-
ence of General McKee to be able to wear
all the hats that are necessary to be
worn by the Administrator of the
Agency.

Mr. PEARSON. Is it not true that one
of the managerial and organization abil-
ities needed for this particular job is in
connection with doing research for a
supersonic transport?

Mr. MONRONEY. That is one of the
big reasons for it. All who were con-
sidered, with the possible exception of
Mr. Halaby, seemed to lack those quali-
fications. Mr. McNamara had to be al-
most drafted, because there was no com-
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petent person with this knowledge in
FAA.

Mr. PEARSON. Has the Federal
Aviation Agency ever before entered into
research and development work for an
airplane?

Mr. MONRONEY. It has not.

Mr. PEARSON. This is the first time
we have done it?

Mr. MONRONEY. We have not done
it yet. The Agency is merely conducting
engineering studies to determine whether
it should. We are fortunate to have a
man who can advise us; who has had ex-
perience with military procurement on
a large scale, so we will know the proc-
esses involved.

Mr. PEARSON. But if we spend $2
billion and make a decision to build a
supersonic transport, the Federal Avia-
tion Agency is the Agency that will do it?

Mr. MONRONEY. It will have some-
thing to do with il. A separate agency
may do it. Tt may be the military. It
is unsettled at this time. Wa still have
much study and much research to do on
it.

Mr. PEARSON. But that was the Sen-
ator’s argument——

Mr. MONRONEY. I did not say this
is the reason. I said this is one of the
reasons why it would be well to have a
man of his competence in this particular
field. Among the applicants many men
were considered along with General
McKee. If we are going to study this
question, we should have someone of
competence to help guide the Agency.

Mr. PEARSON. Am I to understand
that we need this very man to fill the bill
to undergo a job we may or may not do?

Mr. MONRONEY. This is only one
factor. He has wide experience and can
give advice based on the many years he
has spent in civilian and general affairs
of the Air Force. He is one of the great
administrators of the present day. This
is a many-sided administrative job.

Mr. PEARSON. Is the Senator con-
cerned, when the general is an authority
in aviation, about the fact that the Fed-
eral Aviation Agenecy is going to go into
this question and direct attention to
basic research and development of such
an airplane?

Mr. MONRONEY. There is a basic
requirement for FAA certification of new
aireraft, whether built by private indus-
try or by the Government. However
built, it is the FAA's job to certificate
whatever planes are manufactured,
whether new subsonic aireraft, or super-
sonic planes. This is a many-sided job
which the Administrator must perform.
If we go forward with the SST, we must
have someone, at least, who is competent
in procurement.

Mr. PEARSON. Let me say to the
Senator from Oklahoma that I share his
views, that NASA is, with all the money
appropriated to it, spending 1 or 2 per-
cent in the general aviation field; is that
not correct?

Mr. MONRONEY, They are spending
1.5 percent of their $5.190 billion budget
on aeronautics.

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator from
Oklahoma has been critical of that.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes; I have been
critical of it.
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Mr. PEARSON. I wish the Senator
from Oklahoma to know that I share
that view. I believe that development of
the supersonic transport, if we do it
properly, belongs to NASA. I have heard
the Senator express the same view.

Mr. MONRONEY. I believe that basie
research belongs in NASA., The man-
agement of a program and supervision
of manufacturers and things that require
that kind of experience belong witn the
g‘AA—it we had confidence in FAA to

o it.

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Kansas very much for his
comments.

Mr, President, in closing, I recognize
the ever-present need to be mindful of
maintaining military officers, retired or
otherwise, in positions that would
threaten civilian control of the Govern-
ment. I believe that we have been
blessed throughout our history with
many great men, such as General Mar-
shall, General Bradley, General Taylor
and others, who have been able to render
exceptional and extraordinary public
service during critical moments in
our history when that public service was
needed.

I feel that Congress, having the abil-
ity to make judgments, should not be
frightened or stampeded by anyone into
becoming fearful that these men would
suddenly abandon their traditional role
as servants of a civilian government and
attempt to be masters of a civilian gov-
ernment.

Those men are patriotic. They have
largely directed our astronauts in their
planning and historic flights. These are
the men who today marshal our forces in
far off Vietnam, waiting for the com-
mand of the civilian government on
what to do, who guard our far-
flung outposts against the Iron Curtain,
who maintain communications to the
South Pole. These are the men who
have become examples of competence
which should not be wasted.

I, for one, am not fearful of this kind
of man trying to conspire to take over
my Government, or to lessen in any de-
gree the civilian control which the Con-
stitution was designed to preserve.

Mr. President, this country has a great
military system. It has great military
leaders. No one that I know of in this
systemm is attempting to monopolize
civilian positions, or to seek control over
civiian leaders for the benefit of the
military.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
wish to open my remarks by endorsing
the closing statement of the Senator
from Oklahoma; namely, that we do not
wish the military to take charge of the
Government. We endorse the funda-
mental philosophy behind the bill, that
this agency should be headed by a
civilian, but we are advocating an excep-
tion that proves the rule; namely, that
the best interests of the Nation should
always come first. If the President has
selected the best qualified man that any
of us at this time know about for this
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position to head the agency, the Presi-
dent should not be prohibited from ap-
pointing a military man merely because
of the general rule.

Mr. President, when we talk about a
military man, most of us think in terms
of combat leaders.

In World War II, when we think about
a real military leader we think of George
Patton. He would undoubtedly have be-
come Chief of Staff, had he lived. We
also think of Curtis LeMay. He did be-
come Chief of Staff. They are typical
kinds of supreme combat leaders. How-
ever, our military agencies have become
so expanded and so involved in this tech-
nical age that they now must have the
kind of men who are technical. They
must have men with an expanded orga-
nization who demonstrate great ability as
administrators.

If General McKee has any enemies at
all—and I have known him for a long
time and he is a wonderfully fine man,
and a wonderfully able man—they are
limited to those he made when he showed
efficiency in the administration of the
Air Force, as its second in command,
Vice Chief of Staff, to cut down on
civilian employment when he knew that
the number of employees was in excess of
the needs.

If General McEee had any enemies
outside of those, I have never heard of
them.

Let me emphasize the statement that
my friend the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincToN] made in presenting his
case today: s

It is particularly important at this point
in the development of the Agency that a man
who has had extensive experience with re-
search and development and procurement
with respec‘t. to new aviation syst.ems and new
alrcraft be in a position of responsibility dur-
ing the development of this program. Such
experience General McKee has had as com-
mander and vice commander of the Air
Materiel Command where he was concerned
with research and development in new air-
craft.

As I understand, that is the position
of the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa. For several years, he has been
interested in supersonic speed in com-
mercial aviation. He believes that the
Government must give the aviation in-
dustry some help in exploration and de-
velopment, and therefore he wishes a
man with the requisite qualifications to
head the Federal Aviation Agency.

General McKee did not seek this posi-
tion. He could have obtained civilian
employment which would have paid him
two or three times as much money as this
office will pay.

General McKee is a dedicated man.
He wishes to serve his Nation further.

He first made a great sacrifice when he
joined NASA at the request of the Presi-
dent, at a substantial cut in pay, and
then gave up that job to take a different
job with another agency; I ask the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma if that is not correct.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is true.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Therefore, Mr.
President, this is an exception that proves
the rule. We have been requested by the
President to confirm his conclusions that
General McKee is the best qualified man
he could find for this particular office.
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Fortunately, I have known General
McEee's family for many years. His
father is a distinguished doctor in south-
west Virginia. He is well over 80 years
old, but is still active in practice. He is
a wonderful man.

General McEee has also other broth-
ers, all doctors, and all very fine men.

General McKee has had an outstand-
ing career. I do not know of any gen-
eral who was in as many areas of combat
or who has more medals than General
McKee. I was at the White House when
he received his last Distinguished Service
Medal.

Therefore, Mr. President, I join those
who represent the agencies vitally af-
fected in saying that I hope the Senate
will vote to permit the President to
nominate General McKee, and then, as
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
rRONEY] has pointed out, we shall reach
the point of confirming that nomination.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HARTEKE, Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago a report was issued by the Commit-
tee on Commerce which said, in part,
that there are “grave reservations con-
cerning what appears to be an increas-
ing tendency to fill civilian government
positions with retired military person-
nel.”

This was just one of the key points of
the report on the bill now before us, S.
1900. I have not quoted from the mi-
nority report in which the Senator from
Kansas and I recommended against pas-
sage, but from the majority report rec-
ommending passage.

The majority report contains such
warnings as “substantial doubts” and
“continued appointments of career offi-
cers could destroy the symbol of civilian
government.”

To what does all this refer?

Both majority and minority reports
have stated that there are too many mili-
tary officers being appointed to civilian
positions in what should be a civilian
government. This important issue has
been raised in the consideration of S.
1900 because that is the heart of the bill.

S. 1900 has one immediate purpose—to
clear the way for the appointment of Air
Force Gen. William F. McKee, recently
retired, as Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency. His combined retire-
ment pay and salary as Administrator
would, through the good graces of this
legislation and the Dual Compensation
Act, be nearly $39,000. More important,
General McEee would be cleared for a
position which, according to the Federal
Aviation Act of 1958, was to be filled by
“a civilian in the strictest sense of the
word.” I am speaking about the report
when the act was enacted in 1958.

The majority of the Commerce Com-
mittee has stated, in effect, “We do not
endorse the dangerous principle and
precedent to be set by S. 1900, but we
recommend laying aside principle this
time in order to allow General McKee to
be appointed.”

I ask whether there does not seem to
be : blush of guilt in the majority re-
port. :

There is, in fact, no difference on prin-
ciple between the majority and we of the
minority who oppose enactment of S.
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1900. The only difference is whether
this principle—that of the absolute need
for a civilian head of the second largest
civilian agency, the principle of civilian
supremacy—should be set aside for Gen-
eral McEKee.

I cling to the belief that one can never
rise above principle. I am old fashioned
enough to oppose casting aside principle
for what seems to be a moment of ex-
pediency, especially when the conse-
quences can be so devastating.

The committee majority has stated as
reasons for passage of S. 1900 only that
General McKee has a reputation for be-
ing a fine administrator and that the
President strongly desires his appoint-
ment.

How many times this afternoen, from
those who are supporting the bill, have
we heard the words, “I know him per-
sonally. He is a fine gentleman”? I shall
not question their interpretation of what
they may think of General McKee. I do
not know him. He has not been before
the Commerce Committee. We who do
not know him have not had any oppor-
tunity to question him, let alone to know
what he believes.

Yet, a vital principle of our system of
government is at stake—one which was
clearly enunciated in the specific case of
the FAA by Congress after conclusive
hearings by Senators and Representa-
tives, a majority of whom remain mem-
bers of both the House and the Senate.

The principle simply stated is that
civilian control of the military is a basie,
necessary tenet of our unique American
democracy.

The rich heritage of civilian suprem-
acy is taught in all the textbooks of our
schools. Bhall we have the books re-
written?

By this action we contributed to the
constant erosion that the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Pearson] referred to in his
questions to the Senator from Okla-
homa; that this was not a one-time af-
fair, but a continuing affair,

If we here decide that civilians no
longer are capable of conducting the
affairs of our Government and that the
military is now the only segment of our
society from which can come our leaders,
the honest course is to say so frankly.
Then the textbooks will be rewritten to
reflect this new concept, which so many
of us consider so dangerous and un-
American.

Before doing so, let us remember that
the wise concept of civilian pre-eminence
dates back to colonial days, continuing
unbroken to the present. By adhering
to this principle, the United States has
avoided the military cliques of Europe
and the political upheaval of our Latin
neighbors.

James Madison thought the regulation
of the militia to be natural as a part of
civil authority charged with the public
defense.

It did not seem—

Said Madison—

in its nature to be divisable between two
distinet authorities. If the States would
trust the general government with a power
over the public treasury, they would from
the same consideration by necessity grant
it the direction of the public force. Those
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who had a full view of the public situation
would, from a sense of the danger,
against it.

A few days later in the Federal Con-
vention of 1787, Charles Pinckney elab-
orated on Madison’s point, saying:

The military should always be subordinate
to the clvil power,

Thereafter, Pinckney burned the ad-
monition into the Bill of Rights by stat-
ing that soldiers could not, in peacetime,
be quartered in homes of civilians with-
out their permission. Today we say that
soldiers should not be quartered in the
house of civil government.

Later, in his Farewell Address, Presi-
dent George Washington said:

Hence, likewise, they [the States] will
avold the necessity of those overgrown mili-
tary establishments which under any form
of government are inauspiclous to liberty and
which are to be regarded as particularly
hostile to republican liberty.

The concern of possible military dom-
ination and the intense desire to keep
the civilians in control of the military are
burned into the pages of our history
books from the days of the Colonies to
our own.

On March 11, 1952, Look magazine
published parallel articles by General of
the Army Omar N. Bradley and Supreme
Court Justice William O. Douglas on the
guestion of whether there was a danger
of takeover by the military.

Mr. Justice Douglas stated, in part:

The increasing influence of the military in
our thinking and in our affairs is the most
ominous aspect of our modern history, Our
Government was designed to keep the mili-
tary in the background, reserving them for
days of actual hostilitles. We indeed do
the milltary great disservice by thrusting
elvilian tasks upon them. * * * Many of
them are the first to recognize that neither
by training nor experience are they as a
general rule qualified. * * *

My criticism runs to the military clique
that spreads slowly throughout government,
expanding its hold and making its voice more
loudly heard with each passing day. * * *
The military should, in no case, be called
upon for action until the political depart-
ment is bankrupt.

In his statement that American gov-
ernment has nothing to fear from the
military, General Bradley—as the ma-
jority of the Commerce Committee did
for the minority—made an excellent case
for civilian control.

There is no military clique, * * * civillans
are in charge-—

Wrote General Bradley. He also said,
in part:

All the military men I know believe pro-
foundly in civilian control and look to civil-
ian leadership in national and international
affairs. * * * Economically, politically and
militarily, the control of our country re-
sldes with the clvillan executive and legis-
lative agencies, and thus ultimately in the
hands of the voters and organized civillan
groups interested in good government.

Americans gulde their Government, and
their destiny, through their elected and ap-
pointed leaders. Fortunately—

And this is the erux of it—

there is no dearth of strong leadership in
the United States. * * * When you have
civilians like these in charge, no military
cligue can develop.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

General Bradley has, thus, made a
good case for us fto keep the reins of
agencies like the FAA in the hands of
civilians.

President Dwight Eisenhower in his
farewell address on January 17, 1961,
stated:

In the councils of government, we must
guard against the acquisition of unwar-
ranted influence, whether sought or un-
sought, by the military-industrial complex.
The potential for the disastrous rise of mis-
placed power exists and will persist. We
must never let the weight of this combina-
tion endanger our libertles of the democratic
process.

General of the Army Douglas MacAr-
thur also recognized this inherent danger
in speaking to the cadets at West Point
on May 12, 1962. He said:

Others will debate the controversial is-
sues, national and international, which divide
men's minds, * * * Let civillan volces argue
the merits or demerits of our processes of
government. * * * These great national
problems are not for your participation or
military solution.

What has happened since these pas-
sionate warnings for the preservation of
our system were given? Have the civil-
ian arms of the Government kept rights
control as General Bradley thought so
certain?

We have, in the intervening years, be-
come obsessed with the need for scientific
knowledge. Science, especially in the
aero-space field, has become all impor-
tant. Gradually, slowly, but surely, the
notion has become accepted that only the
military can supply the scientific knowl-
edge necessary for a scientific age.

The task of attracting retired career
military men to civilian Government jobs
has became too simple. The Dual Com-
pensation Act of 1964 makes generous re-
tirement benefits and civilian salaries
both available to retired military people
while denying similar treatment to civil-
ians who may be called upon to serve the
Government with special skills.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In my judg-
ment, the more important issue is not
civilian against military. We have a $26
million first-year cost toward developing
a supersonic transport. If that trans-
port is developed, under the man who is
presently the Administrator, Mr. Halaby,
who wants to retire and return to pri-
vate industry, the agency will require
that all the patents shall belong to the
Government. In that way anyone who
produces that transport will have to pay
the Government $2 million. That is
what the Government would receive on
every transport sold. The Government
would get back that $2 million per plane
for development costs in connection with
the supersonic transport.

It is proposed that we take this man
from NASA and put him in charge of the
Federal Aviation Agency. His present
agency favors giving away private pat-
ents on Government research. Unless I
miss my guess, that is something that he
is doing where he is. It is my fear that
he will do what the tycoons of the air-
craft industry want; that he will give
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them private patents on Government re-
search and overrule every little mechanic
in the shop that he will be in. In that
event, it will cost the taxpayers $26 mil-
lion a year to get that fellow over in the
Federal Aviation Agency.

That is a question upon which we may
be compelled to vote. We shall determine
whether $26 million annually will be
given away by changing the patent pol-
icy. If the tycoons have their way they
will not pay off $2 million per plane to
help repay development cost. We will de-
velop; they will take the development
and obtain private patents. If we want
those airplanes constructed under the
private patents, the aircraft tycoons will
receive $2 million per plane instead of
the 198 million citizens of our country
getting the $2 million. That is the prob-
lem. That is where the real bug under
the chip is.

Mr. HARTEE. The Senator from
Louisiana has put his finger on a very
important point. We have not had an
opportunity to examine this man. If
we pass the bill, that action will be tanta-
mount to approval of him. Everyone
in this body knows that. The Senator
from Kansas has joined me in the minor-
ity views. He understands the problem.
When we pass the bill, it will be tanta-
mount to approving the proposed nomi-
nee without having his name before us
and without our having had an oppor-
tunity to examine him or even question
him as to his ideas on civilian govern-
ment, what his ideas on patents, and his
ideas on supersonic transport, or any-
thing else.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If General
McKee is brought before a committee of
the Senate and tells us that he will not
change the patent policy of the FAA—
and he may be the only man who wishes
to change it, but he will be in charge
up there—if he is brought in and con-
vinces me that the proposal is not a $26
million steal, I shall vote for the bill,
but under no other conditions will I
do so.

Mr. HARTEKE. There is only one way
in which that can be done and that is
what I intend to do. At the proper time
I intend to move to recommit the bill
to the Committee on Commerce for fur-
ther hearings. We cannot bring to the
floor of the Senate a witness. We can
only do that in the Commerce Commit-
tee. The only way we can do it is to
commit the bill to the Commerce Com-
mittee so that we can ask him the ques-
tions which the Senator has suggested
and some other questions which I shall
raise later in my speech. We shall go
through the whole thing and do it right
now.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we are
to pass the bill, the first thing we ought
to do is to amend it in order to give
$9,000 a year to Najeeb Halaby. Every-
one agrees that he is qualified. He has
sald that it cost him money to be the
head of the Agency. He wishes to return
to private industry. He has been pro-
tecting the public interest. He is against
giving away $26 million to private con-
tractors on the proposed contract. The
first thing we ought to do is to give Mr.
Halaby the $9,000 of which he has been
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deprived if General McKee is going to
get $9,000 more.

The second thing that we must de-
termine is whether we are about to give
away $26 million.

Mr., HARTKE. The Senator is ex-
actly correct. There is no other way to
do that except under the procedure
which I have suggested, and that is to
commit the bill to the Committee on
Commerce in order that we might have
an cpportunity to vote on the question
there.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have been
impertuned on the question. The ad-
ministration could have had my vote
at any time it wanted if it had sent Gen-
eral McEee down here and he would
say that he would not do with the bill
what I fear he will do; that is, reverse
the patent policy of that Agency, which
policy happens to be about the best in
the whole Government.

At one time a group came and testi-
fied before my little Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly. The members
of that group made magnificent state-
ments as to how they were protecting
the public interest. They do the re-
search, and if they find something good,
they take a patent for the Government.
Then, if anyone wishes to use it, a fee is
charged the user, and they get money
back to help pay the cost of the research.

Mr. HARTKE. The money is returned
to the Federal Treasury?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, To the Fed-
eral Treasury.

Mr. HARTEKE. For the benefit of the
taxpayers.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. For the tax-
payers’ benefit. A similar policy was
followed by the British Government with
rezard fo the development of the Vickers
Viscount, which at that time was a very
fine airplane. The royalties which that
government received from the users of
the Vickers Viscount paid for the re-
search.

We are spending $15 billion a year in
research and getting back zero except
for that one agency. The tycoons want
to change that policy, Senator. They
want to change it. They may feel that
General McKee is the man who will
Teverse it.

I fear they may have the man who
will do so. I should like to know if that
i1s what the deal is, and if that is
the deal, I am against the man having
the job.

Mr. HARTEKE. There is no way to find
out what the deal is. I have never met
the gentleman about whom we are
speaking, I have never seen him. I
know nothing about him except what I
have heard about him. This afternoon
we have heard his supporters say that
he is a fine gentleman. I do not know
what that stands for. I do not know
where he stands on patent rights. There
is only one way to find out. If the bill
is recommitted to the Committee on
Commerce, we can go into the question.
‘We can bring that gentleman before the
committee before the bill is finally acted
upon and we can see exactly the type of
man upon whom we are asked to pass
Jjudegment.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would it not
be worth asking the proposed nominee
what he would propose to do with the re-
sults of Government research? Does he
propose to give them away the way he is
giving them away in the place he is now,
or does he propose to protect the public
and continue the policy of the agency
where he proposes to go?

Mr. HARTEE. I should like to say to
the distinguished Senator from Louisi-
ana, who is our assistant majority leader,
that if the bill is recommitted to the com-
mittee, I promise that I shall not only
ask the questions to which he has re-
ferred, but I shall also go into many other
questions which I should like to ask in
depth.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I cannot
vote for that man without knowing the
answer to that question.

Mr. HARTEE. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s position. I want the Senator to
know that I cannot do so either. I could
not do so in good conscience. I do not
mind telling the Senator from Louisiana
that I thought at one time I would have
to stand alone. Then the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. PEarson] joined me. I be-
lieve that a few additional Senators will
join us this afternoon.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When the
Senator from Louisiana made his original
speech on the subject, there was only one
other Senator on the floor.

Mr.HARTKE. That iscorrect. That
was the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Long].

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. He con-
vinced that Senator; so he won 100 per-
cent of his audience. [Laughter.]

Mr, HARTEKE. I know the great in-
terest of the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana in looking out for the benefit
of the American people. He looks out
for the fiscal responsibility of the United
States. He looks out for the American
taxpayers’ dollar. That is what the Sen-
ator is doing. I assure the Senator that
if we can have the bill recommitted to
the committee, we could ask the ques-
tions which should be asked. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island was here and
spoke. He has questions that he would
like to ask. He indicated that he wanted
the issue reviewed. If he votes the way
he talked, perhaps we shall be successful
on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Indiana has done our Nation a
service. He has not been a rubberstamp.

The present President of the United
States, at the rate he is going, will be
the greatest President in the history of
our country. If he can keep it up, and
if the good Lord gives him some breaks
he will wind up being the greatest Presi-
dent in history, not even excluding
George Washington. [Laughter.]

But we too have a responsibility. We
are paid to represent the people of this
country. We are supposed to think and
do something once in awhile. We are
supposed to look at these bills and de-
cide whether we think they are good or
bad, and not merely rubberstamp meas-
ures sent to us, and send them back to
the White House. If that is all we do,
we are unnecessary. In that event our
office ought to be abolished, and the
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‘White House ought to be allowed to run
the whole thing, eliminating the re-
straints, impediments, and delays that
the Congress might impose upon the
executive branch.

Mr. HARTEE. This muech is true.
I have the utmost respect for our Presi-
dent. I have been called at home. I
am a Johnson supporter. The Senator
knows that, as everyone else does. I
admire the President. I respect him.
I think he is a great President. It is
not a question of opposing the President.
Yet if that problem should arise, and we
thought that the measure was unwise,
this body should overwhelmingly vote
against the bill.

If Senators will read the committee
report, they will observe that the only
statement of the majority in favor of
the bill is the President’s letter. There
is not a single other word of support in
the report. If the proponents of the
measure had an argument to present,
why did they not do so? They went
backward and forward through the ex-
planation, and at the end of the report
the majority did not even say “We rec-
ommend passage of the bill.” They
ended up on a note of fear about the
military. They ended up with a bunch
of reports and tables showing how many
retired officers in the military there are,
showing that there has been a steady
erosion, and showing an analysis of how
many people in the FAA are now on re-
tired military status. All those things
should be in the minority views. I am
glad that the majority put them in for
it is a very persuasive argument for the
minority.

The distinguished Senator from Lou-
isiana has spoken about Mr. Halaby re-
ceiving $9,000. In the Finance Commit-
tee we are about to complete considera-
tion of the social security bill

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield at that
point?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does it not
seem to the Senator that if one man
saves money for the taxpayers and pro-
tects the taxpayers’ interest, he ought
to be paid more than the man who would
give away our money?

Mr. HARTKE. Perhaps we should
offer an amendment to the bill to pro-
vide a $9,000 subsidy for Mr. Halaby as
8 going-away present.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No one says
that Halaby is not qualified. Halaby has
been qualified to do this job. He tried
to protect the public interest. How do
we explain a situation in which it is
proposed to hire someone to replace him
and pay more than Halaby was paid?

Mr. HARTEE. I am sorry; I cannot
answer the Senator's question. The
Senator from Louisiana knows I ecannot
answer it. Perhaps the Senator from
Oklahoma can answer it.

Under the social security bill the Sen-
ate will soon consider a provision for
certain increases in the amount a man
drawing social security can earn. He
will be able to come back to the Federal
Government and take a position in
which he can earn $1,500 and can then
keep half of his next $1,500. But if he
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earns more than $2,250, he will have to
give the whole amount back. He cannot
keep his retirement benefits even though
he has contributed throughout his ca-
reer to the retirement fund. It is not
like the position of a man in the Army,
who makes no contribution to his retire-
ment; it is paid entirely out of the tax-
payers’ money.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Do I cor-
rectly understand that the average rank-
and-file workingman will have to give up
his social security pension because he is
making some money on the side?

Mr. HARTKE. That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Would not
this be a special law to provide that an
Army officer who has lived all his life on
the backs of the taxpayers, and who
has not been required to contribute to
his retirement, will be able to keep his
pension and still receive his Army pay?

Mr. HARTKE. That is correct. That
is the very point raised by the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTore]l. In
other words, the same question is in-
volved. It is all taxpayers’ money.
When an Army man retires, he takes his
money out of the taxpayers’ fund. But
under social security the person makes a
contribution. He is the poor working-
man, whom we are always looking out for
g0 carefully. I think his is being mis-
treated in this regard, but we cannot
convince the majority of the committee.
But I shall continue to try.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Indiana has continued to insist on
an amendment to provide that after age
65 a person can retain his social security
benefits while still earning a few dollars.
The name of the Senator from Indiana
is HarTKE.

What the Senator from Indiana is
saying is that if it is a good idea for
General McKee, it ought to be a good
idea for the 18 million old folks who
want to earn a few dollars to supplement
their social security checks.

Mr. HARTKE. Citizens of the United
States ought to be entitled to receive
their retirement pay from their Govern-
ment. Whether retired Government
employee or ordinary citizen on social
security, those other than the military
career men must make sacrifices to work
for the Government.

Small wonder that the Civil Service
Commission now places the number of
retired military personnel working for
the civilian government at 30,000. I am
told that some 9,000 employees of the
Federal Aviation Agency have some mili-
tary status. Ninety-four high-ranking
officers on active duty in the military
serve in top FAA positions.

The American people share my con-
cern at this dangerous trend. Testi-
mony to this fact lies in the wide accept-
ance and popularity of diverse works—
serious and satirical—in the field:
“Seven Days in May,” “Failsafe, Kill, and
Overkill,” and “Dr. Strangelove.”

Albert Einstein, perhaps the most bril-
liant man of our age, wrote in “The
American Scholar” in the summer issue,
1947, an article on “The Military Men-
tality.” He said:

It is characteristic of the military mental-
ity that nomhuman factors (atom bombs,
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strategic bases, weapons of all sorts, pos-
sesslon of raw materials, etc.) are held es-
sential, while the human being, his desires
and thoughts—in short, the psychological
factors—are consldered unimportant and
secondary. * * * The individual is de-
graded to a mere instrument; he becomes
“human material.” The normal ends of
human aspiration vanish with such a view-
point. Instead, the military mentality
raises “naked power” as a goal in itself—
one of the strangest illusions to which men
can succumb.

In our time the military mentality is still
more dangerous than formerly because the
offensive weapons have become much more
powerful than the defensive ones, There-
fore it leads, by necessity, to preventive war.
The general insecurity that goes hand in
hand with this results in the sacrifice of
the citizen’s civil rights to the supposed wel-
fare of the state.

This comes, of course, from the man
whose scientific genius led to develop-
ment of the atomic bomb. No wonder,
in our system, the trigger for this ter-
rible weapon of destruction lies within
the grasp of the President alone, again
pointing up the desperate need for wise
civilian control clearly recognized at
every stage of our existence as a nation.

Such control within the Federal Avia-
tion Agency was clearly spelled out when
it was created in 1958. Congress took
unusual steps to insure ecivilian control
because the FAA was empowered to cer-
tify aircraft, promote air safety, build
and maintain airports, arbitrate differ-
ences between civilian and military air
needs, and hold total control over the
airways.

I was delighted to hear the Senator
from Oklahoma say that there has been
a situation in which the military refused
to tell anyone where it flew its planes.
I do not know whether the situation has
changed so much since 1958 that the
military will not absolutely run over the
civilian authority.

Mr. President, there is no solid testi-
mony in the hearings in connection with
General McKee. The National Pilots
Association is opposed to the bill. Talk
about lobbies; it is not the military lob-
bies that are against this man,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTEE. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The bill, if
it should pass would provide benefits for
one man, would it-not?

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. LONG of Loulsiana. It would
provide a job for one man.

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Has the
committee had this one man before it?

Mr. HARTKE. No; he has not been
before the committee. I would not know
him if he walked through the door. I
do not know whether he is a short man
or a tall man, whether he is heavy or
slim. I do notknow how many medals he
has. Someone said he has a number of
medals. That is fine. It is fine for
military men to have medals. It is fine
for military men to be in charge of the
Air Force.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. To pass the
bill would be tantamount to voting the
man into the job, would it not?
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Mr. HARTKE. The Senator could not
be more correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is too bad
that more Senators were not present to
hear the Senator's speech the other
night. It is too bad that I was the only
one to hear the Senator’s first speech.

Mr. HARTKE. It was late in the eve-

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we are ex-
pected to pass the bill, we ought to take
a look at the man. We have no business
ﬁ“ﬁ& the man the job without looking

Everything I have heard about him is
good. He has been recommended by
some fine people. The President and a
number of Senafors approve him for the
position. That is all to the good. But
we are entitled to know the answers to
a few questions.

For example, I want to know whether
he is going to change the patent policy
and give away private patents on $26
million a year of research and develop-
ment money.

Mr. HARTEE. I cannot tell the Sen-
ator what the answer to that cuc:tion
will be.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We are not
supposed to find out, are we?

Mr. HARTKXE. No; we aure supposed
to pass judgment on the question because
a few Senators know him personsally. I
know of no opposition. Perhaps he is the
personal preference of some Senators.
Perhaps some Senators recommended
him. Did the Senator from Louisiana
have an opportunity to recommend any=-
one for the position?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If that man
intends to change the patent policy, the
Senate can get ready for a determined
fight, so far as T am concerned, when his
name is submitted. In my judgment, it
would be an outrage to change the pat-
ent policy of FAA. This could, in effect,
change the patent laws merely by
appointing a man who would change
the policy of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration. Many people feel that that
would be evil.

I want to know whether that is what
is going to happen. Some tycoons want
to rob the taxpayers. I am against that.

Mr. HARTEE. The passage of the bill
would be tantamount to promoting the
man to this position. If the Senate votes
to recommit the bill to the Committee on
Commerce to hold hearings, we shall
then have a chance to be fair, not alone
to the Senate, but to General McKee, as
well. He has not yet had an opportunity
to state his position. Perhaps he would
say to the Senator from Louisiana, “I
absolutely am opposed to changing the
patent policy. I opposed it in NASA.”
I do not know whether he did or not.
Perhaps he is in charge of it. Perhaps
hz has stated it there.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have be-
fore me a copy of the hearings on the
bill. They consist of 25 pages.

Mr. HARTEE, Does the Senator know
the number of people who testified?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. General
McKee himself never showed up.

Mr. HARTKE. That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Why was he
not present?
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Mr. HARTKE. I presume that he was
not asked to be present. Mr., Macy tes-
tified on his behalf.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This is pro-
posed to be done by circumstantial evi-
dence. We are being told that this man
is fantastic, that he is wonderful, that
he is great. We are being told that no
one else in America could do it, that he
is the only man who could do the job.
Having been told that, we are to be de-
prived of the privilege of even seeing
the man.

Mr. HARTEE. The indispensable
theory applies here if it applies anywhere
under the sun. This man under this
bill is regarded as an indispensable man.
He is regarded as being the only quali-
fied man for this post out of 200 million
people. We are, in effect, being told that
only the military personnel could offer
such a man. We are being told that no
institution, MIT, Purdue University, or
any other institution can supply such a
man. We are being told that our entire
education system is so sadly neglected
today that the system is not capable of
producing one man of civilian rank who
could be nominated for this position.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I once served on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I was the chairman of
an important subcommittee at one time.
I have served on the Committee on For-
eign Relations and still do.

This man reportedly has been an im-
portant member of our armed services
during the time that I was a member
of these committees. But, I never heard
of him.

If we are to pass a law to provide that
this is the only man who could do the
job, I should like to see him. Perhaps I
have met him. I do not recall him.

Mr. HARTKE. There is only one way
in which to do it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
Senator know the man?

Mr. HARTKE. I would not know the
man. Personally, I know nothing good
or bad about him. We have received sev-
eral letters which are not too compli-
menftary.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope that

the Senator would not have those printed
in the ReEcorp. I hope that the Senator
would see fit to handle this matter in
another fashion.
"~ I hope that we shall be given the op-
portunity to see the man for whom we
are being asked to pass the law. We
should ask him a question or two. Per-
haps what the Senator has heard about
the man might be erroneous. Perhaps he
could explain it.

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Why should
we be denied the privilege of seeing this
gentleman?

Mr. HARTEKE. I do not know.
is the mystery of the age.

The National Pilots Association in its

Does the

That

testimony on this matter opposed the
principle. It opposed the bill. Others
did the same.

John Macy testified in support of it.
We have the statement of Joseph B.
Hartranft, Jr., president of the Aircraft
Owners & Pilots Association.
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I think he pulled the neatest double
trick that has ever been performed when,
after having testified in opposition to the
matter, he changed his position when
someone got in touch with him and put
a little heat under him, and said, “He
will be the Administrator of the FAA.
You will be in trouble.” He then came
back and said:

We must conclude that the present lan-
guage is either inadequate to convey ac-
curately and convincingly the intent of Con-
gress with regard to statutory qualifications
of candidates, or that there exists nowhere
an available and capable civilian to fill this
top aviation post.

Then this remarkable statement was
made by a man who was giving tacit
agreement, after he had once issued a
statement in opposition:

We cannot conceive that the latter could
be the same—that nowhere within the FAA
itself or from outside that Agency does there
exist a qualified civilian.

The issue of civilian leadership, we con-

clude, must be drawn with renewed clar-
1t}". * % »

He then stated that he wanted some
amendments to the bill and everything
else. The truth is that there is no sup-
port for this measure whatever.

As the Senator from Louisiana has
said, the Senate is entitled to know Gen-
eral McKee’s views of the problems of
aviation, and especially civilian aviation.
We must know his feelings on the deli-
cate and important relationships be-
tween military and civilian aviation.
We must know what he is going to do in
the field of Government patents.

Since S. 1900 has been reported to the
Senate, considerable interest has been
shown in the principle involved as well
as in General McEKee himself. I have a
copy of a letter written to the junior
Senator from Ohio, who has joined me
in this fight for civilian control. It
comes from a leader of civilian employees
at an Air Force installation. I shall
read part of the letter without stating
the writer’s name.

The letter reads:

I heartily commend you for the position
you have taken in regard to the appointment
of G;sn. “Bozo"” McEKee (retired, thank good-
ness).

I, along with hundreds—and I suspect
thousands—of Alr Force base employees have
nothing but contempt for a man of his cali-
ber who had nothing but contempt for
civilian employees, and who on his own, in-
stituted several RIF's (reductions in force)
In order to show enormous savings to the
Air Force angd to further his promotion to the
four-star rank,

He now feels he should have a civilian po-
sition.

There are many of the same type of retired
officers now employed at AFB who
have been forced out of the Air Force (not
qualified for retention) and who by hook or
crook have been appointed to civilian posi-
tions., They now have military retired pay,
the medical benefits (free), the commissary
and PX privileges, and the civillan pay looks
good to them and they still try to walk over
their civilian counterparts. Lord help the
civilians if this is allowed to continue. Don't
back down on McEee.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr, HARTKE. I yield.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I note
that this letter comes from an Ohioan
who is a leader of civilian employees.

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I
see a copy of the letter in order that I
may learn just what his position of
leadership is? I ask that because his
only complaint is that General McKee
reduced the number of employees, the
charge being that he made the reduction
in order to obtain a four-star general-
ship. No explanation is given. Perhaps
he made the reduction because the em-
ployees were not needed. The charge is
made that this was the method of be-
coming a four-star general. I cannof
believe that. Who is the man? What
is his leadership? What is the associa-
tion with which he is connected?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. 1 yield.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I state to my distinguished colleague
from Ohio, the senior Senator from
Ohio, and also to my colleague, the Sena-
tor from Indiana—whom I support in
his position in this matter—that there
has been talk about lobbying here today.
The only real lobbying that has been
done has been by those on the other side
who wish me to change my views and to
vote in support of General McKee.

I have received a number of letters
from the Dayton area. Those letters
have been answered. My staff is now
obtaining the Iletters that I have
received.

I received letters which expressed
sentiment against General McKee from
Dayton and one other area in Ohio. I
received a letter or two which spoke
very highly of him. The letters were not
persuasive with me.

I have made up my mind on other
grounds altogether. However, I shall be
glad to show those letters to the Senator.
The letters are not in any particular file.
They were answered by me in a routine
manner. The distinguished Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTKE] who is sit-
ting beside me saw some of those letters.

I permitted the Senator from Indiana
to make copies of them. I shall show
the originals of the letters to my col-
league, As I recall, one or two of those
letters came from members of some labor
union in the Dayton area.

They were not persuasive in causing
me to change my views whatever. My
view is very firm that this is a bad ap-
pointment because we in this Nation
want civilian authority to be always su-
preme over military authority. The
Founding Fathers, the men who were the
architects of our Constitution—whom
we call the Founding Fathers—estab-
lished that principle.

Our great President, Harry S. Truman,
demonstrated that principle when he
dismissed General MacArthur. I think
that under the circumstances he ren-
dered a public service in doing so. I feel
today that if we uphold the Senator
from Indiana and the measure is recom-
mitted for hearings, we shall be render-
ing a service to the citizens of the Nation.

I have made one inquiry on this mat-
ter. I find that if General McKee is
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appointed to this position, his adjusted
retirement salary with his salary in this
office would be the highest that is paid
to an official of the executive or legis-
lative branches of the Government, next
only to the President and Vice President
of the United States. I do not like that
sort of business.

It seems to me that this administra-
tion is becoming topheavy with generals.
There are too many generals and ex-
generals occupying civilian positions that
should be occupied by civilians.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I take it that what
my colleague has said in answer to the
question is that the letter which was
quoted by the Senator from Indiana
stated that the labor leader said McKee
reduced the number of employees to ob-
tain a four-star generalship. I do not
believe that. I know about the reduc-
tion in employees. I tried to find out.
The fact is that there were too many
employees, and General McEKee had the
courage to say that there were men
working there who were not needed.
That is the source of the opposition.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I agreed to yield first
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I may
have recognition to call up a conference
report on H.R. 8371——

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to take up the conference
report on H.R. 8371.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. I realize that this
maftter has priority, but I think, in good
faith, if we cannot complete the pending
business I am honor bound to call cer-
tain Members who said they wanted to
be called when the conference report
was called up.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Call them.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let us finish this.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. A Senator
has a right to call up a conference report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let us finish the
bill first.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
consider the conference report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has the floor. The
Senator from Indiana has the floor now,
and he cannot be taken off the floor.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. HARTEKE. If I should make a
motion to recommit, would it be debat~
able?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. HARTEKE. Imove torecommit the
measure to the Commerce Committee,
and I ask for the yeas and nays.
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The years and nays were ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A par-
liamentary inquiry is out of order during
a quorum call.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Do I not have a
right to ask what we are voting on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Debate
is not in order while a quorum call is
proceeding.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it a quorum call
that is proceeding?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a
quorum call that is in progress.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further proceed-
ings under the gquorum call be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Mississippl had requested
the floor before the conference report
came up, and I yield to him.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it. :

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator
from Indiana have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair has recognized the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. HARTKE. I yield further to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator’s yielding to me,
and I shall be brief.

I am sure the Senator from Indiana
and the Senator from Louisiana in their
remarks regarding General McKee—

Mr. President, may this walking
through here cease, and may we have
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. STENNIS. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Indiana and the Senator from
Louisiana were doing nothing more than
what they thought was clearly their duty
in their references to General McKee. I
do not know what the Recorp will show
or whether the reporter has every word
or not, but there is no question in my
mind that the substance of what they
said was to beliftle and ridicule and dis-
credit, to a degree, the career of a very
fine American whom I barely know per-
sonally.

No one has asked me to say anything
about the pending matter or asked for
my vote, but I hope I shall not stay here
long enough to hear a man of this char-
acter and kind attacked on the floor of
the Senate without trying to respond to
such charges.

Moreover, there was applause from
the galleries and hilarity and jubilation
over the Senators’ exchange in their de-
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bate. There was applause in the gal-
leries. Something that was said was
amusing to them. There was no
reprimand by the Presiding Officer. I
do not refer specifically to the Presiding
Officer in the chair, but no reprimand
was made.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I have a brief state-
ment to make.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
is reflecting on me.

Mr. STENNIS. Iam not.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor from Mississippi is saying the Sena-
tor from Louisiana impugned this man’s
honor. What did I say——

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish
to make my statement. I will yield
later. I cannot sit here and hear a man
discredited in that way if I believed
that distinguished Senators said what
they did not know.

I know the man. I know him in an
official capacity. He is not a friend of
mine. He has never done anything
for me. He always refused to do what
I asked him to do. I have not done any-
thing for him. I do not expect to. But,
as for the kind of man he is, he retired
not long ago and the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byro]l had this to say about
him; and he is a Senator who knows.

I skip the initial paragraphs:

The value of his services and the esteem
in which General McEee is held by the Gov=-
ernment are made manifest by the fact that
he is retired as the Air Force Vice Chief of
Staff.

His capabilities were recognized years ago
when, in 1942, he was chosen among the
qualified eight officers by General H. H.
“Hap" Arnold requested for staff duty at
headquarters of the Army Alr Forces.

That is what the Senator from Vir-
ginia said about General McEee.

I also have another tribute from the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON],
which I shall not take the time to read.

My association with General McEee
has been solely of an official nature. I
know him to be one of the finest men of
integrity and honor whom I have ever
kncwn. He is independent to the nth
degree. I do not see how he ever rose to
become a four-star general with the inde-
pendence and the frankness which he
POssesses.

I understand that the great General
LeMay—and I seldom use that word
“great”—called him into his office after
General LeMay became Chief of Staff of
the Air Force and said, “How would you
like to be Vice Chief of Staff?” General
McEee responded in no uncertain man-
ner and General LeMay said, “You are
‘it’ now. Go to work.”

Mr. President, I recite that incident to
show what General LeMay thought of
General McEee. He was the personal
choice of General LeMay.

Let me say to all Senators now in the
Chamber that I know it is against our
nature to attack someone, but the sub-
stance of what was said was to discredit
this man and his record.

I am sure that General McKee does
not care one whit whether he is chosen
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for this position or not, but the Presi-
dent has chosen him, and if he is se-
lected he will be an outstanding Admin-
istrator, regardless of his background,
military or not military. I have no
doubt about that. General McKee is
an exception in my own thinking, and
I am going to support the bill.

I was here when we enacted the law
that changed the provisions which made
George Catlett Marshall eligible to be
Secretary of Defense. No one ever re-
gretted that.

I was here when they changed the law
when we made General Quesada, at Gen-
eral Eisenhower's suggestion, as I recall,
Administrator of the Federal Aviation

Agency.

I do not believe that we can find a more
outstanding man of higher integrity, or
a greater Administrator of more excep-
tional talent and the very highest pos-
sible patriotism than this man, General
McKee, about whom I speak.

Mr. President, I close on the same note
with which I opened, that I doubt
whether Senators realize the extent to
which a general impression once created
can lead their hearers into applause from
the galleries.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Indiana
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rig-
1coFF in the chair)., Does the Senator
from Indiana yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana to reply to the Senator
from Mississippi, because this is in the
nature of personal privilege.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, there is no man I love and admire
more in this body than the Senator from
Mississippl. Any man who would come
to the Senate and request the desk of
Jefferson Davis and insist on continuing
possession of that desk as long as he
serves in the Senate would have my af-
fection, if for that act alone.

In addition to the fact that it was my
pleasure to serve with him on the Rules
Committee and on the Armed Services
Committee, I have always looked upon
the distinguished Senator as one of the
great statesmen of this body. That is
how I feel, even when he is defeating me
on something on which we cannot agree.
It will always be that way.

What I said in the Chamber was to
the effect that to enact the bill would be
tantamount to confirming General Mec-
Kee in this position.

However, I do not wish the nomination
of that man to be confirmed unless I
know the answers to certain questions.
If he will answer those questions the
right way, I shall vote for him. If he
answers the wrong way, I shall fight him
so long as I have the power to fight him.
The issue is that simple.

Therefore, if Senators have not learned
by now that the junior Senator from
Louisiana feels that to give away a patent
on Government research is an outrage,
then Senators should spend more time
on the Senate floor. I have been saying
that in speech after speech after speech.
It has gotten to the point where one of
our great Americans told me, “Do not
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discuss it. I have heard it so many times.
I do not want to hear any more about it.”

Perhaps I am a zealot when I discuss
that particular issue. I wish to know
how the man we are talking about today
stands on this issue, because if he is go-
ing to give away patents on Government
research, I will oppose him with all the
strength at my command.

It may be that he will answer the
question the way I would like to have it
answered. If he does, fine. I would
vote for him. It is that simple. Perhaps
I have tunnel vision, and see only one
issue. But, to me, it is very important.

Now, with all due deference, we have
heard talk about reflecting on someone.
I hope Senators have heard the rumor,
the mouth-to-mouth things which are
being said behind the scenes as to the
intentions of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE], that he is not really sin-
cere, that he is prejudiced, that he is
being unreasonable and unfair.

Mr. President, I have heard the Sena-
tor's speech. I was about the only Sena-
tor to hear his first speech. It was one
of the most convincing speeches I have
heard in the entire session of Congress.
We heard talk about being unfair to
someone. Most Senators were not even
present in the Chamber when the Sena-
tor made a speech on which he has
worked for months. Senators did not
come into the Chamber to hear him, but
he made a fine speech that demonstrated
weeks of thorough preparation. He has
discussed information provided. to him
and, although someone can take offense
at it, what he has said does not violate
one whit the rules of the Senate.

A Senator may rise on the floor and
say, “The President is a crook,” and no
one can do a thing about it, except that
Senators can get up and denounce him
for doing it.

The Senator from Indiana has made a
magnificent speech on this subject.
Behind the scenes, someone says, “You
know, HARTKE is not really against Gen-
eral McKee. He is sore because of a
plane crash, or because “Quesada would
not do what HarTkeE thought Quesada
should do several years ago. It is the
Senator from Indiana who has a right to
be resentful. But listen to the Senator’s
speeches, I challenge anyone not to hear
them and say that he makes magnificent
speeches on this subject. The speeches
do credit to him as a Senator, and they do
credit to the Senate. The Senator read
from a letter which apparently could
have been said to come from a “sore-
head.” I have been in committee when
a crank testified against a man nomi-
nated for a particular job. What did the
committee do? We said to the nominee,
“What is your reaction to that?"

The nominee answered it. He ex-
plained it, and inasmuch as we thought
it was correct, that was all there was to
it. We did not bother to quarrel with
the accuser for his view, we simply
ignored it.

Let me say to the Senator from In-
diana that what he is talking about is
relevant. He has a right to say it. This
is something I would like to look into. It
is interesting. If the individual who
wrote the letter is a labor leader, that

June 17, 1965

does not make him a crook. One might
say, “This is what he said. General Mec-
Kee, what is your response to this?” It
might be that General McKee could an-
swer it correctly. Let me also say to
the Senator that there is nothing par-
ticularly unusual about someone saying
something which the galleries find amus-
ing. . It has happened many times in
this Chamber,

Is someone to go to jail because of
someone laughing at something he said?

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BurR-
pIicK in the chair). The Senator from
Indiana is recognized.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, let me
say to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lonc] and the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Stennis] that I yielded the floor
graciously, and as soon as I could. The
only reason I held up and asked for a
quorum call was in deference to the
majority leader in trying to work out the
matter of a conference report.

When I yielded the floor to the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, I did not know
what he wished to do. I did know that
he was irritated at what I had said.

I am surprised that the Senator from
Mississippi would believe that one ridi-
cules a man when he says he does not
know him. It must have hit a sensitive
nerve somewhere on his part to say that
it is ridiculous when one says he does
not know a man, That is the first time
I have heard that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me say,
so far as I am concerned, that no one did
anything wrong. I wish to make that
clear.

Mr. HARTKE. Let us proceed, then,
with debate.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, that
is a good idea. I believe that the Senator
from Indiana has an excellent idea. I
believe that it would do us all a great
deal of good if we proceeded with debate
and decide this issue one way or the
other as expeditiously as possible.

Mr, HARTKE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin], who wishes to make a statement
on this issue.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
ask the Senator from Indiana if his po-
sition is not substantially that there is a
law on the books regarding the eligibil-
ity and the conditions under which any-
one can be appointed to serve on this
agency.

Mr. HARTKE. That is the law of
1958, establishing the Federal Aviation
Agency.

Mr. ERVIN. Is it not the position of
the Senaftor from Indiana that the
proper way to approach this question
would be to repeal the law, and that if
the law is wrong, it ought not to be re-
spected?

Mr. HARTKE, That is what I have
said numerous times. If we do not like
the law, we should repeal it. We should
not go about in this fashion.

Mr. ERVIN. Is not the objection of
the Senator from Indiana twofold? Is
it not, in the first place, that the Senator
feels that the policy of providing for
civilian control of this commission is a
wise policy?
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Mr. HARTEE. It is a very wise
policy, as has been proved throughout
our history.

Mr. ERVIN. Is not the second posi-
tion of the Senator from Indiana that if
we are to have a law on this subject, such
as we have, that law ought to apply not
only to General McKee, but also to the
other people, and equally throughout the
Nation?

Mr. HARTEKE. Yes; equal applica-
tion of thelaw is a sound principle, upon
which we should all agree.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from In-
diana may accept my assurance that al-
though I entertain the very highest
opinion of General McKee, I shall vote
with the Senator from Indiana because,
if we are not going to observe the law in
all cases, we ought to change the law. 1
shall vote with him because I believe that
a law that is enacted to apply to 190 mil-
lion people should apply to all of them,
not to 189,999,999,

Mr. HARTEE. The Senator from
North Carolina is 100 percent correct. I
thank him for his support.

I vield to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, it seems
to me that discussing General McKee's
character is not in order at this time.
We are not considering his nomination
for any position. He has not been nom-
inated for any position.

Mr. HARTEKE. That is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. If the pending bill is
passed, if he is nominated for any posi-
tion, we shall have plenty of time to
discuss his qualifications for the job.

It seems to me we are considering now
whether we should offer a substantial
incentive for our capable military of-
ficers to retire at the earliest possible
moment to accept another job with
Government, with a big salary added;
or encourage our military personnel to
retire as early as possible to accept
higher paid jobs in private industry.
Many of them do.

I can think of instances in which very
capable officers have been literally fired
at the first ehance by a superior, to get
rid of them, when they wanted to stay
on and finish their career with the Gov-
ernment and give the best that they had
to give to the Government.

I shall vote with the Senator from
Indiana. If and when General McKee's
nomination comes before the Senate, I
shall try to listen fairly to the argu-
ments for and against, and vote accord-
ingly.

Mr. HARTEE. I know of no fairer
statement that could be made than the
statement of the Senator from Vermont.
I thank him for his support. I now yield
to the Senator from Maine.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I shall
vote against the pending bill. I shall
vote for recommittal. I shall vote
against tabling. I shall do so not be-
cause I share the fears of the Senator
from Indiana, but, rather, because I do
not believe General McKee possesses
such rare and exclusive qualifications as
to warrant this special favoritism legis-
lation.

Mr. HARTEE. I thank the Senator
for her support, although it is based on
a different principle than mine.
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I now yield to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I have lis-
tened for several hours to the discussion,
as many other Senators have also.

Let me make clear that I am willing
to assume that General McKee is an
extraordinarily capable prson. I am cer-
tain that the chairman of the Aviation
Subcommitte, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY], correctly de-
seribed him when he said General Me-
Kee is the best one available.

I should not like to think that any of
us should be judged as gquarreling with
success when we support the Senator
from Indiana.

I am not personally concerned with
the problem of additional compensation;
nor do I seek to suggest at this juncture
that we compel him to surrender his
retirement money.

I am concerned with the fundamental
question of whether it is prudent to set
aside one of the few explicit prohibi-
tions against a military man taking
control of an agency of Government.

In the report, Senators will find a
listing of the few exceptions that have
been made. They are in the Military
Establishment, plus CIA. I believe the
Senator cited the only case in which
Congress has set this prohibition aside;
and it was with respect to General
Marshall.

All of us, if we were Governors or
President, would feel that we had the
right to obtain from our legislative body
approval of the man whom we felt we
needed to do a job effectively. No one
is happy—at least, I am never happy—
at the prospect of having to oppose a
presidential nomination. In the time
that I have been in the Senate, I have
done so only once.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MoxnroNEY] urges that the necessity of
delivering an effective SST in prompt
time is the really compelling reason
which would require that we set aside
the prohibition. Additionally, I believe
he said that the relationship of the FAA
with space argued for the setting aside
of the prohibition.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. MONRONEY. No; I said there
are many reasons, among them the
newer one of the SST possibility, and the
relationship that we must have in our
Federal air control, with 35 percent of
our airspace being used by the military.
Therefore it is not unusual for them to
be interested in the control of that air
space. We have not seen, through the
years, any dominance or takeover of the
FAA by the military.

Mr. HART. Thirty-five percent of the
100 percent would suggest that we ought
to have some exceptionally persuasive
reasons why the minority should be in the
driver’'s seat.

However, quite aside from that, I have
gained the strong impression that most
of us feel that what bothers the Presi-
dent most is his sense of obligation that
the Administrator “deliver” on the SST.

I wonder why this exceptional gentle-
man could not take the assignment of
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deputy administrator, to deliver on the
SST, and avoid the problem which trou-
bles all of us, namely, setting aside the
prohibition. In that case we would not
have to vote for a military man to head
the FAA. Clearly, if the bill were re-
ferred back to committee, there would be
an opportunity to develop this possi-
bility.

Does anyone know whether the gen-
eral would be offended by that sugges-
tion? In the absence of that knowledge,
perhaps it is prudent to permit us to
have time to inquire.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield for the purpose
of having the Senator ask a guestion of
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Would the Sen-
ator say about what the inquiry should
be? Inquire about what?

Mr. HART. Whether General McKee
would be willing to take assignment as
the Deputy Administrator of FAA, the
understanding being that he would have
full authority to drive forward on the
SST program which I understand is of
the greatest interest in this situation.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HARTEKE. I yield further.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator
believe that we should ask that of Gen-
eral McKee or that we should ask it of
the President?

Mr. HART. Whichever is the appro-
priate point of inquiry, but I would hope
that we would support the motion of the
Senator from Indiana in order that we
can do precisely that.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Unless the Sen-
ate should pass the bill, is there any way
in which we could have a hearing to dis-
cuss the qualifications of the proposed
nominee for the position whose name
the President would send to the Senate?

Mr. HART. It is my understanding
that there has been an assumption here
that we must lock the door before we find
out, first, what his attitude on patent
policy is, and, second, would he accom-
modate the general concern——

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are going to
have hearings on the nomination. We
can still confirm or refuse to confirm
after we examine the nominee and his
ability to run the Federal Aviation Agen-
cy. We shall talk to the private pilots
again. They can come before the com-
mittee. Every one involved can come
before the committee and we will have
an opportunity to ask them anything
that Senators desire to ask them. But
the man cannot even be nominated un-
less the bill is passed.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That was my
point. We cannot even conduct 2 hear-
ing to find out his qualifications unless
the bill is passed.

Mr. HART. Then, absent that knowl-
edge and background, we have to resolve
the question of whether we wish to sur-
render the prohibition that has been
built in—and I think prudently——

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all there is
to it. I believe we explained that.
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The distinguished assistant majority
leader and whip, has said that if Sen-
ators had been on the floor and listened
to certain speeches, they would know the
answers to these questions. I wish to
tell the Senator that I know about the
subject from A to Z. I have listened to
it for hours in the committee and out.

The original bill was passed some years
ago. The author of the prohibition se-
cured the passage of the bill because at
the time we were having some problems
between the military and private pilots.

The Senator from Oklahoma is the
one who authored the prohibition. At
the time we did not suggest that there
would not be some cases in which we
‘might have to make an exception.

Someone has said that the bill is a
private bill. Of course it is a private
bill. The calendar is full of private bills.
‘We listen to hundreds and thousands of
them. We make exceptions to legisla-
tion.

I suppose that it might happen again,
and some of us will vote against it. I
voted against a military proposal 2 or
3 times. Once in a while we have a
problem.

We shall hold hearings and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana can have a whole
morning to ask the nominee about pat-
ents, if he wishes to do so. The nominee
has been down at NASA handling the
problem there.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Giving it
away.

Mr, MAGNUSON. If he was giving it
away, the Senator from Louisiana could
come in and show us where he has been
giving it away, and we would listen atten-
tively. I have listened to the Senator
from Louisiana on this subject, and I
have voted with him.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have ap-
preciated the Senator’s votes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I voted with him
on not only one occasion, but on scores
of occasions. I know his attitude on the
question. I agree with him. But we
have a technical problem that we cannot
solve unless we pass the bill. The Presi-
dent has seen fit to select the proposed
nominee, and all the rest of those in-
volved in the program for some reason—
I suppose because of the man’s ability—
have also selected him. I do not know
the man. I would not know him if he
walked in the door.

Mr. HARTKE. That is a good reason
to recommit the bill,

Mr. MAGNUSON, But I do not ex-
pect to know a man whose nomination
is proposed by the President of the
United States until he is nominated.

Mr. HARTEKE. Is the Senator from
Washington——

Mr, MAGNUSON. Does the Senator
wish me to call the proposed nominee
before he is nominated and ask him his
views?

Mr. HARTEE., Is the Senator from
Washington——

Mr, MAGNUSON. He has never even
been in my office.

Mr, HARTEKE. Mr, President, have I
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has the floor.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I will let the Sen-
ator finish, then I shall finish my state-
ment.

Mr. HARTEKE. Does the Senator from
Washington have any question whatso-
ever that the nominee in the present
case is a man by the name of McKee?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; I have no
question about that. I wish to wait until
he is nominated before I ask him to come
before the committee.

Mr. HARTEE. Mr, President, I had
yielded to the Senator from Michigan.
I should like to inquire whether he has
completed his statement.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not going to
direct questions to the preacher until he
is ordained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has yielded to the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I would
not wish to go home tonight without
making a brief comment about the sug-
gestion of the Senator from Washington
that private aviation and private fliers
had trouble with the military years ago,
but that it is not true now. I think
there is a very great concern on the part
of civilian aviation in this country that
they will be in trouble. We shall buy
difficulties if we set aside that prohibi-
tion. I shall therefore support the mo-
tion of the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe I cor-
rectly understood the Senator from
Michigan to say that one of the princi-
pal reasons for the measure was the SST.
Is that correct?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is the
whole reason.

Mr. HART. My impression is that the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr., Mon-
rRoNEY] is the authority.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is the princi-
pal concern,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If that is the prin-
cipal reason, I find myself less than en-
thusiastic for the measure. Why should
I vote for the proposed legislation for
that reason? I believe the SST is quite
premature. We have a crash program
to go to the moon. We can take the
SST a little more slowly. I was wonder-
ing why that was such a persuasive rea-
son to vote to set the present law aside.

Mr. HART. As one who, with some
concern, supports the SST program, I
shall not argue against the Senator from
Arkansas supporting the Senator from
Indiana. I do know that if we could fly
315 hours to London, if that is what the
SST will do, I would hope that the Con-
gress would appropriate the funds neces-
sary to get metropolitan America down-
town a little faster, too.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. For the
benefit of the Senator from Arkansas, I
should like to say that what has upset
the Senator from Louisiana is this: The
Federal Aviation Agency has the best
patent policy of any agency in Govern-
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ment. They do research, and then they
take the patent rights for that research
for the Governmen:. They then license
someone to use those patents on the
condition that the user will pay a royalty.

The plan of the Agency, as it stands
now, will be that if we develop the super-
sonic transport with Government funds,
we want the big airplane companies that
get the R. & D. confracts to pay us a $2
million royalty on every supersonic
transport that they build. Thus, we will
get our $26 million back on the first 13
planes.

The aircraft tycoons do not want that.
They want the NASA and the Depart-
ment of Defense kind of patent policy
so that they would get the $26 million,
develop the airplanes, and then they
would have private patents instead of
the Government having them and the
taxpayers getting their money back.

From the point of view of the Senator
from Louisiana, here comes a man from
NASA where private patents are given
away. He is a man from the Department
of Defense, where patents are given
away. He would occupy the office of
Administrator of the FAA, the office now
held by Najeeb Halaby, who does not wish
to give patents away.

I do not want the man to get the job
until I know that he is not going to give
them all away. It is not proposed that
we would save a few hundred dollars.
We would give away $26 million that
would be spent on research and develop-
ment by the Federal Aviation Agency.

I thought so well of the patent policy
of the Federal Aviation Agency that at
one time I talked to the President about
it. I said, “Mr. President, please read
this. This is the finest statement I have
ever come across. It is a wonderful
idea.”

The British Government developed the
Vickers Viscount, as the distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee so well knows. The Government
would then charge a royalty. The Gov-
ernment did not get it all. They got
only about one-third of the royalty for
building that kind of airplane and using
ghoie patents. They got all their money

ack.

Would it not be sweet if we could get
our money back on $15 billion of Govern-
ment research?

The proposed nominee might be going
to the FAA to reverse that policy. So far
as I know, every little clerk and secre-
tary up to the Administrator, Najeeb
Halaby, is now against doing something
like that. I would like to know the
answer to the question of whether that
patent policy would be changed under the
proposed nominee,

I do not want to see the Senate pass a
special bill so that the man whose name
has been mentioned can have a job with-
out my knowing the answer to those
questions.

Senators have said, “Wait until the
nomination comes to the Senate for con-
firmation.”

It would make Senators look foolish.
We would have legislated and proved by
an act of Congress that we were a bunch
of jackasses to pass a bill so that the pro-
posed nominee could have the job and
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then turn around and refuse to confirm
him.

So the time to find the answer to the
question is before we pass the bill. That
is why I shall vote for the Senator's mo-
tion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Louisiana has spoken about $26 million.
I understand that the SST would entail
a subsidy of about $1 billion on the part
of the Government. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not
know about the whole cost.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Have they now
raised the percentage to the point at
which the Government is going to pay it
all—60 percent, 80 percent, 90 percent—
now it is 100 percent?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am in-
formed that it is close to $1 billion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what the
newspapers stated.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is what
the newspapers say.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Hearings will be
held on that question, and it will be ex-
plained. The trouble is that we some-
times talk about things we do not know
about.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am perfectly
willing to admit that. That is often the
case. In this case, I do not know about
a great many things that have happened.
Until I know more about the SST, I do
not see why I should be for the bill or
why I should vote for an exemption from
the general law. It seems to me that
this is an unpersuasive reason to exempt
anybody.

I have nothing against General Mec-
Kee; but on principle, if the reason given
is to get on with the SST before some-
body else does, it is a poor reason. We
are always running a race with somebody
glgle. I do not see how I can vote for the

Mr. LONG of Loulsiana. From all I
know about it—and I think I know more
about it from speeches I have heard on
the Senate floor—the best I can make of
it is that this man must have the job
because he is the man who can develop
the S8ST. That is why the bill is before
the Senate.

Mr. HARTEKE. In the hearings, as
appears on page 12, the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. Dominick] asked Mr.
Macy:

How does it happen that you picked a mill-
tary man or recommended a Il:l.l.ll.‘l:-&:l‘?I man for
this position? Were you unable to get any-
body from the civilian fleld to take the job?

The only testimony in favor of General
McKee was given by Mr. Macy. He
answered:

No. General McKee was selected as an
individual rather than as a military man,
as one who possessed this combination of ex-
perience, background, and sgkill that was di-
rectly relevant to the mission of the FAA,
particularly the added mission of work on
the supersonic transport.

Does that answer the question of the
Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. HARTEE. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas for raising the question.

In my remarks today, and previously
at greater length, I have cited fears and
warnings of great leaders—military and
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civilian—concerning the danger to civil-
ian government by military domination.
These are not, I assure my colleagues,
theoretical fears either for the safety
of our Nation or the FAA. The actual
present danger is pointed up not only
by such people as the one who wrote the
letter to the junior Senator from Ohio.

I had, just this week, a call from a
physician who is highly qualified in avia-
tion medicine. He held a top medical
position in the old CAA and in the
FAA from its inception. He is cur-
rently employed by private business in
the same general field. He is closely
familiar with the operations of the FAA
in the medical field, which today is under
the direction of Maj. Gen. M. S. White,
on active duty in the Air Force.

My informant is no disgruntled em-
ployee, unable to substantiate his claims.
He has come forth voluntarily with a
statement, which I shall read verbatim
in a moment.

The substance of the statement is that,
under the administration of an active
duty major general, the medical branch
of the FAA has developed what the doc-
tor describes as “a dedicated program of
harassment of civilian doctors and ad-
ministrative civilian employees.” These
doctors and administrative civilians have
not been fired outright, but working con-
ditions have been made so uncomfortable
as to force the employees to throw in the
towel and resign.

The doctor has told me that two of
his friends recently found themselves in
this position. These men, he told me,
have left the FAA to continue their
specialty of aviation medicine in private
employment. In all, the doctor said, “a
total of about 30 highly-trained profes-
sionals have left this agency in disgust.”
Their places have been taken by active
and retired military officers.

The doctor believes that there is
strong support for placement of retired
military medical officers coming from the
Aero-Space Medical Association, which
is headed by a retired brigadier general
by the name of William Kinnard. I do
not know him; I have never met him,

The situation at NASA also has been
called to my attention by this doctor.
This is not directly concerned with S.
1900 and the FAA, but it is enlightening,
as the Senator from Louisiana has
pointed out, since General McKee cur-
rently is employed at NASA.,

The doctor said that he can furnish
names and circumstances in detail to
show that NASA is hiring retired military
doctors by contract with a private or-
ganization. In this manner, a retired
officer may be hired without restrictions
of the Dual Compensation Act. Conse-
quently, he may receive full retirement
benefits and $25,000 in compensation
from NASA paid through the private or-
ganization. Thus, total compensation
runs around $35,000.

According to my informant, these doc-
tors perform the same duties as civilian
doctors working at Grade GS-14 for
NASA. The duties performed by these
retired military doctors are relatively
light, I am told, consisting of six or eight
physical examinations a day. At least
one such doctor has been told he might
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maintain a private practice while per-
forming services for NASA.

While these NASA activities are not
our direct concern at this time, they are
further evidence of what the doctor-in-
formant called the military “buddy-
buddy system” within the civilian estab-
lishment. I now present the voluntary
statement of the prominent doctor who
is willing to testify with names and veri-
fications before any Senate committee, if
the bill shall be recommitted:

The military problems of civilian agencies
can be appropriately highlighted by the
medical problems in the Federal Aviation
Agency. In spite of highly competent and
experienced doctors willing to serve the
Federal Aviation Agency, a major general on
active duty in the Air Force was appointed
Federal Air Surgeon. This was at least
partly brought about by the recommenda-
tion of a professional soclety, the Aerospacs
Medical Assoclation, also headed by a retired
general.

There immediately started a dedicated pro-
gram of harassment of civillan doctors and
administrative civillan employees. Many of
them, experienced and capable doctors, re-
slgned and the chief administrative officer
and his assistant left to be replaced by re-
tired Alr Force colonels. A total of ahout
30 trained professionals have left this
Agency in disgust and gone with private in-
dustry or other Government agencies. Many
of these people are widely recognized as
experts in their field.

Active duty medical officers have been
assigned to the Federal Aviation Agency and
several retired military officers are to be
processed in the near future for these jobs.

I must urge an immediate investigation
of these problems to determine why so many
capable civilians have resigned and why the
Civil SBervice Commission has refused to look
into these problems in spite of repeated com-~
plaints.

The structure of many professional organi-
zatlons should also be studied. Many of
these are continually staffed by retired mili-
tary people, who in turn make recommenda-
tions to the Government of names for key
jobs. This is known in medical circles as
the “buddy-buddy"” system.

These are serious charges, charges af-
fecting the operation of this vital civilian
Agency. Their clear import is to bear
out the warnings I have previously
sounded before the Senate.

In view of these charges and the will-
ingness of the doctor, at least, to testify,
and in view of questions raised about
General McKee himself, it is both wise
and fair that we should postpone action
on S. 1900 while the Committee on Com-
merce holds further hearings.

Therefore, at the appropriate time I
shall move to recommit S. 1900 to the
Committee on Commerce.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Indiana
yield?

Mr. HARTKE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Had the Sen-
ator released a copy of his prepared text
prior to making his speech?

Mr. HARTKE. I had released it, and
a copy is on the desk of every Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So the text
of the speech was on the desk of every
Senator before the Senator from Indiana
delivered it in the Senate?

Mr. HARTKE. Yes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I noticed
that when the Senator from Indiana
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reached a cerfain point in his speech, a
Senator challenged the statement and
suggested that the Senator was not do-
ing his duty as he should be doing it, and
that his evidence, when he reached that
point of his speech, was completely
EITONEeous.

Subsequently, when the Senator
reached a point a few lines further on,
another Senator suggested that both the
Senator from Indiana and the Senator
from Louisiana, who merely asked a few
questions, were guilty of impugning the
honor of General McKee. He had cer-
tain prepared material in his hand.

At the close of his speech, the Senator
from Indiana reached a highly important
point, the matter of the doctors. I as-
sume that the Pentagon and those who
have been associates of the fine doctor,
to whom the Senator from Indiana re-
ferred, had carefully screened the speech
and prepared a defense and an answer
and had discussed these issues with the
Senator. Has the Senator heard any
rebuttal to the medical proposition which
he just finished discussing?

Mr. HARTKE. No.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor's statement has not been challenged?

Mr. HARTKE. No; no one has chal-
lenged it. The man is waiting. I could
state his name on the floor of the Senate.
I have no restrictions. However, I feel it
better not to mention it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If there is
nothing to the charge, should not Gen-
eral McKee be offered the opportunity to
confront the man who made the state-
ment and to explain his side of the argu-
ment?

Mr. HARTEKE. In fairness tothe gen-
eral and to all others concerned, the only
way to clear this matter up is to recom-
mit the measure and have o full hearing
in the Committee on Commerce.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I am one of
only a few persons who heard both the
first speech and the second speech of
the Senator from Indiana. In my judg-
ment, the Senator has made as persua-
sive and convincing speech about an issue
as the Senator from Louisiana has heard
in the Senate in a long time. The Sen-
ator deserves a vote of the Senate. I
shall vote with him. By voting with him,
I do not imply that General McKee is
not a fine man. I am prepared to con-
cede that he is a great American and
deserves every one of the four stars he
Wears.

The Senator has made a strong case
here. We have before us a very small
amount of evidence, 25 pages of hearings,
without even the appearance of the man
himself.

The Senator has made a strong case.
Whether he wins or loses, my judgment
is that the Senator has rendered a serv-
jce. I fear that he may have reduced his
influence around Washington to some
degree by doing it, particularly in some
departments and agencies. However, I
know that the Senator from Indiana is
never worried about that kind of thing.
Sometimes I fear that he has had more
courage than sense, but I admire him
for making the fine speech that he has.

__ Mr.HARTKE. MTr. President, I thank
the Senator for those fine words.
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Quite honestly, as I indicated before,
the books and articles which are written
on this fear of military dominance and
the military juntas all over the world are
very real to people. I could not begin to
tell the Senator how many people have
recounted this fear to me after this ques-
tion was raised.

If my action lessens my influence in
Washington, then it will have to do that.
Thag is all I can say. I know that when
I started out, I thought I might be alone,
but the Senator from Kansas joined with
me in the committee.

The majority members of the commit-
tee had to make their report with their
tongues in cheek and their eyes closed.
The majority opinion is the most con-
vineing argument that I am able to find
to support my view.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, any time that a Senator attacks
the military industrial combine, if he
escapes with his life, he is lucky.

I say to the Senator that whether he
wins on the vote or not, the Senator can
feel that he has been exceedingly fortu-
nate if he survives the day.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, T yield
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
in my judgment the bill is a bad bill. It
establishes a bad precedent.

It is my intention to support the mo-
tion to recommit which has been made
by the senior Senator from Indiana.
Surely the time to have a hearing on this
matter is before the barn door is closed
by the enactment of this kind of special
legislation which proposes to give to this
officer the authority to accept this ap-
pointment.

I am certain that Gen. William F.
McKee is the finest kind of man and,
without a doubt, is a great American.

I received letters, it is true, from Day-
ton, Ohio, from the Wright-Patterson
Air Field, where the general had served
some time back. The answers that I
made to those letters were very brief and
to the point. I was not impressed by the
objections which came from that source.

I simply stated in my answer to those
letters: “Thanks a lot for your letter. I
shall continue to oppose the authoriza-
tion for the appointment of Gen. William
F. McKee.”

Mr. President, I now have a letter in
my hand which is addressed to the Hon-
orable FrRaANK J. LAauscHE and the Hon-
orable StepHEN M. Younc. This letter
came from the D. L. Edwards, who signed
the letter as director of public relations
of the American Federation of Govern-
ment Employees, AFL-CIO.

In his letter, he states:

Many of our civillans have now been re-
pllwed by servicemen in uniform.

This letter did not impress me. I had
made up my mind on the subject. I shall
report to my colleagues on another letter
which I did find to be very persuasive.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I
should like to see the letter written by
the AFL-CIO which claimed that Gen-
eral McKee, for the purpose of acquiring
& 4-star generalship, reduced the number
of civilian employees at the Wright-Pat-
terson Field without justification.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I do not have that letter with me. How-
ever, I have a copy of the letter which
came from a George H. Zellner, secre-
tary-treasurer of a lodge of the American
Federation of Government Employees.
It is addressed to me. I shall be glad to
hand this to my colleague, if he wishes.
I had not intended to advert to this.
However, if my colleague wishes me to do
50, I shall be glad to read it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
only letter that I should like to put in
the Recorp—a full reproduction there-
of—is the letter that was quoted by the
Senator from Indiana to the effect that
General McKee in order to obtain a 4-
star generalship deliberately caused a
number of civilian employees belonging
to labor unions to be dismissed in order
to ingratiate himself with the Washing-
ton office.

That is the only letter that I am
concerned with.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I shall comply with the request of my
distinguished colleague. I preface this
with the remark that I was not impressed
with the statements in the letter. How-
ever, I read the letter into the Recorp.
This letter is from Lodge 1138, Ameri-
can Federation of Government Em-
ployees, afliliated with the American
Federation of Labor. The letter came
from Fairborn, Ohio, which is in the area
of the Wright-Patterson Airbase.

The letter reads:

I heartily commend you for the position
you have taken in regard to the appointment
of Gen. “Bozo” McKee (retired, thank
goodness) .

I, along with hundreds—and I suspect
thousands—of Alr Force base employees have
nothing but contempt for a man of his
caliber who had nothing but contempt for
civillan employees, and who on his own,
instituted several RIF's (reductions in
force) in order to show enormous savings
to the Air Force and to further his promo-
tion to the 4-star rank.

He now feels he should have a clvilian
position.

There are many of the same type of retired
officers now employed at erght-Pnt-t.erson
AFB who have been forced out of the Alr
Force (not qualified for retention) and who
by hook or crook have been appointed to
civilian positions. They now have military
retired pay, the medical benefits (free),
the commissary and PX privileges, and the
clvillan pay looks good to them and they
still try to walk over their civilian counter-
parts. Lord help the civillans if this is
allowed to continue. Don't back down on
McEee.

The letter is signed by George H. Zell-
ner, secretary-treasurer.

I have placed that letter in the REcorp
in compliance with the request of the
senior Senator from Ohio, my colleague
and friend.

I shall now refer to a letter signed by
De Forest L. Brown, owner and manager
of Brown’s Airport. The statements in
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. this letter impressed me. I shall read
two paragraphs therefrom. They read:

I have been in aviation for over 20 years,
am an aircraft and powerplant mechanic,
with Inspection authorization, a private pilot
and owner and operator of Brown's Alrport,
and I will back you 100 percent, and I know
many people in aviation that will do the
same.

We have got to get the military out of
clivillan aviation. This very fact has kept
aviation from developing as we had hoped
it would. Many people feel that civilian
aviation is 20 years behind; when the FAA
itself says that aviation activity is getting
back to 1947 levels, is about proof enough?

I received today a letter from a lady in
Painesville, Ohio, that also impressed
me. Her name is Miss Anna Kosslow.
She writes:

The military mentality is simply not the
type for general government and our history
proves it. Ironically, a military mind
(Eisenhower's) spoke out about the dangers
of Presidential administrations becoming in-
fluenced by “the military-industrial com-
plex,” which, In my opinlon, is exactly what
is happening now.

Mr. President, the men termed our
Founding Fathers, who framed the Con-
stitution of our country, provided that
in the United States civilian authority
must always be supreme over military
authority. They were mindful of the
inevitable conflict between civilian and
military leaders. Apparently, from what
has been permitted to take place in the
executive branch of our Government
during recent years, they were justified in
being fearful of military domination in
our Republic. These 18th-century fears
on the part of those patriots who won
the Revolutionary War and later wrote
the Constitution and Bill of Rights are
equally valid in the 20th century. Top
officials in the executive branch of our
Government would do well to reread
some of the debates in the Federal Con-
vention and refresh their minds that
James Madison and other architects of
our Constitution were determined that
“the military shall always be subordinate
to civilian power.”

I think to do so would be well for
some individuals who are apparently
urging our President to appoint military
men to civilian positions. I concur in
the statement made by the distinguished
junior Senator from Louisiana that
President Johnson will go down in his-
tory as one of the greatest Presidents
the United States has ever had. How-
ever, it seems to me there are too many
military individuals being urged for ap-
pointments such as the appointment
now being sought.

I have no personal objection to the
appointment of General McKee. My
concern is with the principle involved.
I was impressed when a dear friend of
mine, the wife of a general, telephoned
me and my wife to say what a fine gen-
eral he is and what a great administra-
tor he would make.

I have never heard anything against
him, personally. I am certain he is an
outstanding general, that he deserves
every one of the four stars he has earned.
However, I think we should stop, look,
and listen before we vold a law that is
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a good law, and make it possible for a
general to be appointed to this high posi-
tion and have the tremendous authority
that goes with the post.

It is estimated that 30,000 former of-
ficers in our Armed Forces are now en-
joying positions in various Government
departments and agencies at excellent
salaries and, in addition, receiving re-
tirement payments. This is a bad situa-
tion. Former President Eisenhower
spoke out on this just before he left the
White House following 8 years as Chief
Executive. He said:

In the councils of Government, we must
guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by
the military-industrial complex. The poten-
tial for the disastrous rise of misplaced
power exists and will persist. We must never
ler the welght of this combination endanger
our liberties or the democratic process.

Let us keep the generals and former
generals where they belong. The time
is here for us in the Senate to demon-
strate by our votes that we regard it as
a potential danger to our American way
of life and to the maintenance of hon-
orable peace that we have these continual
appointments of retired officers of our
Armed Forces to important civilian posi-
tions in our Government.

The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 re-
quired and demanded civilian control of
this Agency. There is no need to revoke
or set aside an important section of this
act so that-an Air Force general may be-
come Administrator. No Senator, I am
certain, will take the position that our
President is unable to find and nominate
as Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency a civilian of unquestioned ability,
fine experience and achievements in civil
life, and as loyal and as equally able, or
miore so, to serve as Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Agency other than this
general or any other retired Army offi-
cer. What is there about Gen. William
F. McKee that causes him to be so ex-
ceptional and so outstanding that the law
passed by Congress should be ignored or
revoked and that he should be given this
administrative position?

Mr. President, I am greatly impressed
by the minority views expressed by our
colleagues, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE]l and the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. PearsoN] who, following
full consideration and study in commit-
tee, reported:

Mindful of the need for a strong Agency
in charge of a single Administrator to oversee
the complex problems of air safety, alrport
location and layout and a myriad of other
problems, the Congress took exceptional
pains in the exact wording of the act and the
statement of intent vis-a-vis continuous
civillan control of this vital function of Gov-
ernment.

The conference report on the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958, states as part of the state-
ment of the managers on the part of the
House:

Both the Senate bill and the House amend-
ment provided with respect to the Adminis-
trator (as does the bill agreed to in confer-
ence, in sec. 301(b)) that at the time of his
nomination he shall be a clvilian * * =,

The report goes on to state:

The requirement in section 301 (b) that the
Administrator be a civillan at the time of
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his nomination means that he shall be a
civilian in the strictest sense of the word.
Thus, at the time he is nominated he may
not be on the active or retired list of any
regular component of the armed services or
be on extended active duty in or with the
armed services.,

We would be making a big mistake to-
day were we to deviate from that policy.
Let us adopt the motion to recommit.
The door will not then be closed on this
matter. General McKee may then come
before the appropriate committee, where
the members of that committee will have
an opportunity to see him and be im-
pressed by his appearance and by the
testimony that he gives in that hearing,
and the other testimony that is given in
that hearing. Then that committee can
decide intelligently whether or not we
should rescind the law that has been on
our statute books.

We can see then whether we should
do away with that provision of the law
in order to give this very fine man a posi-
tion which would make him the highest
salaried man in the executive branch of
the Government next to the President of
the United States and the Vice President
of the United States.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion——

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. I will take only
3 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that 3 minutes
from now——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Make it 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is not unreasonable.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I ask that at 5:45
the vote be had on the motion to recom-
mit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request that the Senate
vote at 5:45? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. With 1 minute to
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
RONEY].

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, to
show the baseless foundation of the at-
tack on General McKee, I want to read
to my colleagues from the papers sub-
mitted to the Senate by the Senator from
Indiana, supported by the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Ycunc]l. On page 9 of these
papers it is stated:

I have a copy of a letter written to the
junior Senator from Ohio, who has joined
me in this fight for civililan control. It
comes from a leader of civillan employees at
the Ailr Force installation.

It is now made clear that it comes from
a sincere person who wants to protect
the members of the union, the American
Federation of Government Employees—
AFL-CIO.

There is nothing wrong with that. It
is perfectly sound. But what is wrong
are the charges made by the man who
wrote the letter. I will read the char-
ges:

I, along with hundreds—and I suspect
thousands—of Air Force Base employees have
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nothing but contempt for a man of his
caliber—

General McKee, that is—
who had nothing but contempt for civilian
employees, and who on his own, instituted
several RIF's (reductions in force).

This is the significant aspect of the
malice, the injustice, and the wrong.
in order to show enormous savings to the Air
Force and to further his promotion to the
four-star rank.

Mr, President, is there something
wrong with that? Does anyone believe
that the President or the appointive
power made General McKee a four-star
general because he reduced the number
of employees without justification?

If he reduced them because there were
too many, and if he had the courage to
tell the AFL and the CIO, “I will not
listen to you,” God bless him. He has
my complete support.

That is what is wrong, That is all
I wish to say to Senators now in the
Chamber.

I do not wish the Army to run the
Government. I do not wish the AFL or
the CIO to run the Government. It
seems from this letter that because Gen-
eral McKee had the courage to say no,
they mow mnot only charge General
McKee, but also the President of the
United States for having appointed Gen-
eral McKee to be a four-star general
because he unjustly and maliciously
reduced the number of employees actu-
ally needed at Wright-Patterson Air
Field.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bass in the chair). The Senator from
Oklahoma is recognized for the remain-
der of the allotted time.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, in
a moment or two we shall vote on a
measure which can deny to the President
the opportunity to bring before the Com-
mittee on Commerce for a study of con-
firmation of the nomination of a man
who, after weeks of selection, was deter-
mined to be needed for this very diffi-
cult and technical position which must
be filled as Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency.

We can deny to the President of the
United States this right by a vote to re-
commit to have a careful, studied hear-
ing, with General McKee before the com=-
mittee, subject to answering any ques-
tions, whether it be on patent rights, or
unfair and unverified letters from doc-
tors who claim that something is wrong
in the Space Agency Medical Depart-
ment, or on all the other charges which
have been thrown around the Chamber
this afternoon.

Mr. President, I feel that the President
of the United States has a responsibility,
and that I also have a deep responsibility
for the safe and effective operation of the
Federal Aviation Agency, because the air
commerce of this country is vital to its
progress and vital to the safety of all
transportation.

I believe that the Senate would be mak-
ing a great mistake not to givc the mat-
ter a hearing, not to bring this confirma-
tion to a hearing, not to give the
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President the right to name the man of
his choice, chosen after many weeks of
deliberation.

I urge the Senate to vote down the mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidant, fun-
damentally, I am opposed to the prineciple
of military men taking positions of this
kind, but I am forced to agree with the
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma
that this man is the President’s choice
and I believe that the President is——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has now expired.

Mr., MANSFIELD. I believe that the
President is right and that General Mec-
Kee is the best qualified man——

The PRESIDING -OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to recommit
HR. 77—

Mr. MANSFIELD. The job of Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency is a very delicate one. I join the
Senator from Oklahoma in urging that
the motion to recommit be defeated.

Mr. President, the distinguished junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF]
desired to participate in the debate on
General McKee's appointment; but it
was necessary for him to leave a few
hours ago, in order to attend a hearing
on the Senate Interior Committee, in
Butte, Mont., tomorrow morning. I ask
unanimous consent that Senator Mer-
caLF’s remarks be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR METCALF

I do not know Gen. Willlam F. McEee,
who has been nominated for the position of
Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency. I am certain he is an able, dedi-
cated man. My consistent objection to hav-
ing retired military personnel in civilian
Government positions stems, not from res-
ervations about the individuals, but from a
deep conviction that retired career military
men should not be placed iIn positions of
responsibility in a civilian government. This
is an open invitation to militarism in the
civillian branch,

The situatlon we are discussing today Is
exactly what many of us predicted would
happen last year, at the time of considera-
tion of the Dual Compensation Act. We pre-
dicted that some retired career military indi-
viduals would take Important civilian jobs,
and would be paid more than the members
of the Cabinet.

We are being asked to permit those who
are retired from the military to take impor-
tant and significant positions in the civilian
government, and to draw dual compensa-
tion. This two-for-the-price-of-one situa-
tion 1s not open to anyone who retires from
the civillan branch of the Government. It
is mot open to Members of Congress. In
fact, it 18 not open to most individuals in-
volved in early retirement programs, such as
our policemen and our firemen. The only
special exception has been retired members
of the military, whose pension benefits are
substantial.

Furthermore, we are being asked to open
the door to a dangerous precedent.

The founders of this Nation made 1t clear
that this Government must be under civilian
control.

This principle was reiterated by one of our
former Presidents—and the only man in re-
cent times to be elected to that high office
from a distingulshed background as a pro-
fessional military man. I gquote from the

June 17, 1965

farewell address of President Dwight D,
Eisenhower, on January 17, 1961, when he
warned:

“In the councils of Government, we must
guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by
the military-industrial complex.”

Gen, Douglas MacArthur also sounded the
warning, in a speech at West Point, on May
12, 1962:

“Let civilian volces argue the merits or de-
merits of our processes of Government.
These great national problems are not for
your participation or military solution.”

For the benefit of Senators, I attach to this
statement my remarks on this subject of
dual compensation, in the CoNGRESSIONAL
RECORD, volume 110, part 12, page 16316.

STATEMENT OF JULY 20, 1964

“As I indicated In our debate on this bill
recently, I am disturbed by some of its pro-
visions and omissions. I am prepared to
suggest that it be sent back to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Clvil Bervice with
instructions that it be restricted to two
points. The balance of the proposals should
be resubmitted next year after appropriate,
and I would hope, more detailed, and critical
study. The committee should report back
a bill which would cancel all obligations of
officers found to have been illegally overpald
down to the date of the Comptroller General's
ruling of July 9, 1862, and permit the em-
ployment of Federal civillan personnel in
more than one position up to the length of
the Federal workweek, plus a ceiling on total

¥.

“I assume that these provisions of the bill
are relatively noncontroversial. Certainly the
ban on two civillan positions hampers sev-
eral agencies and if guarded by an hours-per-
week limit, as in this bill, plus a ceiling on
compensation, which is not in this bill, it
should be acceptable. As regards the former
officers who have illegally received dual com-
pensation, we should avold working a hard-
ship on innocent citizens even though the
total involved is estimated to be $16 million,
most of that sum having been paid out by
the Defense Department. In reporting this
bill back, I would hope that the committee
would include in its report a statement of the
total amount involved, the Federal agency,
and include the name, military rank, and
civilian position of every individual involved
who has been illegally paid more than $500.
I think the Congress has a right to know
which agencies were delinquent in enforc-
ing the law and the extent of their delin-
quency. I do not think that innocent per-
sons should be penalized for agency delin-
quency, but since the agency which is ap-
parently the chief offender is the one depart-
ment which should be best informed on laws
affecting military personnel I see no reason
why all the facts should not be made avail-
able.

“In reporting this bill the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service asserted that
it had four basic goals in mind.

“First, it intended to codify and simplify
Federal law on dual compensation, a com=-
mendable aim, a job long overdue, but not
one to be achieved at the expense of more
important principles. A part of this first
purpose, actually a second purpose was to
afford what it terms ‘relief’” for the two
groups of officers found to be overpaid by
some $16 million. I am agreeable specifically
to the second part of this first aim, and gen-
erally to the first part.

“The second purpose as stated in the com-
mittee’'s report was to remove the present
ban on dual compensation for retired regu-
lar officers of the U.S. Armed . The
committee reports that under present law
such an officer is prohibited from accepting
Federal employment because of the maxi-
mum salary limitation established under the
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Dual Office Act of 1894. Perhaps I do not
grasp the complexities of these matters as
gquickly as I should, but are we being advised
that the Dual Office Act of 1894 absolutely
prohibits civilian employment of a retired
Regular officer? That such an officer cannot
give up his military pension, temporarily or
permanently, and gqualify for any job he
wants and can get? If the ban is absolute,
then I do not believe this to be just or
- right.

“The third purpose stated by the commit-
tee report is to modernize dual compensation
to remove the $2,000 per annum ceiling on
the amount of compensation any person may
receive from the Federal Government for
more than one civillan job. I do not think
this is a controversial purpose or provision,
except, as I have indicated—I think there
should be a ceiling on the amount of com-
pensation any individual holding more than
one position can recelve as long as we have
millions of unemployed. This bill provides
for no ceiling in salary—only in hours. This
is unjust and unfair.

“To modernize a law we do not need virtu-
ally to erase it from the books, and I urge
that this section be modified to place a ceil-
ing on such dual compensation. The ceiling
should not be higher than 114 times the Fed-
eral minimum wage. Indeed the provision
could be so written as to make it self-
adjusting over the years, automatic moderni-
zation.

“The fourth stated purpose of this bill is to
‘establish * * * a more equitable employ-
ment system' by allowing Regular officers, re-
tired for length of service, or voluntarily, I
presume, to take full-time ecivilian jobs with
the Federal Government and still draw part
of their military retirement pay. The parts
of the bill pertaining to the achievement of
this purpose are those which have excited the
most firm and articulate opposition.

““The urgency of this bill, as I understand
the matter, is primarily that of giving relief
to the officers who were overpaid some $16
million. I understand this urgency and am
sympathetic to giving them relief. Frankly,
I do not consider the other sections as being
urgent at all, but since the one modernizing
restrictions on dual compensation for civillan
jobs is apparently not highly controversial I
see no reason why we should not deal with it
this sesslon.

“I am firmly opposed, however, to the other
revisions proposed in this bill until there has
been a great deal more fact gathering and
an adequate set of hearings and a more com-
prehensive report is available for study.

“My first interest in this bill as it came
from the committee was aroused by the al-
leged urgency of the measure, because of the
pending necessity for securing reimburse-
ment of the overpayments—but no figures
were forthcoming on the amount of overpay-
ments. The committee report on page 10
flatly stated that the committee was unable
to obtain any specific cost information on
the amount of the overpayments. Subse-
quently, in the recent debate, the figure of
slightly less than $16 million was offered by
the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr,
YARBOROUGH.

**This is certainly a bare-bones figure. We
are offered no explanation as to what depart-
ments made such overpayments and to
whom, nor are we even offered an explanation
as to why the Comptroller should order re-
payment and so advise the agencies and
2 years later the committee is compelled to
advise this body that the cost figure was not
avallable. This reticence is peculiar, at least,
and I would like the committee in its recon-
sideration of this bill not only to elicit addi-
tional information but also to indicate to the
Senate why this information was so difficult
to come by.

“Before we make any changes in the law
on dual compensation, beyond that minor
change referred to earlier, I think the ap-

CXI——888

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

propriate committees should conduct hear-
ings on the whole Federal retirement system.
I see no more reason for being concerned
about dual compensation and the alleged dis-
crimination against regular military officers
than I do about the glaring differences in the
various Federal retirement and social security
programs,

“On a simple bookkeeping basis, what jus-
tification is there for requiring a citizen to
pay soclal security taxes; requiring a Federal
civillan employee to pay 6.5 percent of his
salary into a retirement fund; and levying
no tax on the military? I think this is ob-
vious and unjustifiable discrimination and
should be brought to an end. It is my un-
derstanding that the civil service retirement
fund is inadeguate for the reguirements
which will be made on it in future years.
Why? How inadequate? To what extent do
the claims of retired military people on the
clvil service funds, deriving from their spe-
clal privileges in counting military time
toward retirement, constitute a drain on the
civil service fund? How big is this drain?

“What valid arguments are there against
establishment of a military retirement fund
equivalent to the civil service retirement
fund so that retired military men shifting
to the civilian payroll can get credit for
their military service—but so that the re-
tirement fund can be the beneficiary of the
sums accumulated in the military fund for
the individual involved?

“It has been alleged that the military re-
tirement obligations will mount rapidly in
the years ahead and will soon reach £1 bil-
lion a year. To what extent could this rise
be offset by adjusting the relationships be-
tween a military pension fund and a ecivilian
pension fund? Will the provisions in this
bill, pending here today, allowing $2,000 plus
half of the remaining pension benefit for
Regular military officers, encourage early
retirement and step up the cost of military
retirement?

“It seems to be that we cannot separate the
laws on dual compensation and retirement,
despite the honest effort made to do so here
in our recent discussion of this measure. If
pensioned retirement poses questions for
civilian civil service employees, then it is
quite unrealistic to say that this bill does
not affect the retirement laws. There is no
doubt that this bill does affect civil service
employees; it does affect their retirement
fund; it affects the total cost of Federal
retirement programs—and 1t should be re-
studied with this in mind,

“I firmly belleve that some of the incon-
sistencies In Federal law as regards the right
to retire with compensation can be elim-
Inated or reduced. What set of cirecum-
stances in real life calls for a cut in the
soclal security payments when wage income
rises above $1,200, and knocks out social
security payments entirely at about $1,7007
Yet a refired enlisted man or Reserve officer
can draw his retirement benefits regardless
of his wage earnings.

“I am not prepared to say at the moment
in which direction the change should be
made. But I do not believe there is any jus-
tice in telling a hardrock miner in Montana
that if he earns a few dollars in his old age
his social security will be reduced or elim-
inated entirely, while his son, retired from
the military, can draw his full retirement
benefits regardless of his other earnings.
Surely we can achieve more equity in the
law than this.

“The original justification for imposing a
penalty on social security recipients was a
make-work concept. We were going to pro-
vide some old-age aid, but require that the
aged yield jobs to young people.

“As nearly as I can gather, the original
Justification for an inflexible and very gen-
erous retirement policy for the military was
to offset low wages and facilitate maintain-
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ing a youthful military force. Possibly these
are also the justification for not withhold-
ing retirement taxes from military salaries.
I submit that this 1s poor logic and poor ad-
ministration on withholding taxes—and
places & burden on the civil service retire-
ment fund. I submit that a generous retire-
ment program is a poor substitute for ade-
quate military pay. And I would like to see
a study made of the connection between a
generous retirement program and recrult-
ment of military personnel. It is facts I
would like to hear, not rationalizations.

“I doubt very much that the marked differ-
ences between military and clvillan retire-
ment rights can be justified in the clear
light of a committee hearing. Some differ-
ences, very well, but not the present sharp
contrast. One requires contributory pay-
ments; the other does not. One is very gen-
erous in terms of the length of service
required, the other is not. One is, with minor
exceptions, irrevocable; the other is a fragile

—the civillan retirement—a fragile
thing which can be reduced or eliminated on
small provocation.

“I submit we need a study of all of these
things before we undertake to enact legis-
lation this comprehensive.

“I think the dual compensation laws
should be modernized. I think they should
be equitable. I think they should cover
the waterfront. In general, I think dual
compensation should be eliminated—that
this should be the guiding prineciple of those
drafting the new legislation. If we cannot
make the dual compensation laws, as revised,
yield immediate equity because of standing
commitments to classes of the military al-
ready in retirement, then I submit that the
laws should be so written as to achieve
equity among all military retirees after the
date of enactment.

“I do not believe that the present bill
achieves equity. I do not believe that its
accomplishments outweigh Its shortcom-
ings. I don’t think it is the best bill by any
means that can be drawn on this subject,
and I urge that another attempt be made.

“I have studied many hearings on many
bills, and I submit to you in all charity that
these hearings leave more questions un-
asked and unanswered than any other set of
hearings I can recall.

“I trust no member will take these remarks
personally. They are not intended as
criticism of any person or committee. The
burden of our work is heavy. Time is al-
ways at a premium—but I must inslst that
I do not believe that this measure should
pass this year. I believe that it should be
recommitted with instructions.

“Special privilege if we must have it must
serve a vital public function. It should not
be suffered as a result of hurried compro-
mise.

“Our responsibilities are broad—we have
time and the will to write better law—it is
our responsibility to do so and to remember
that special privilege and discrimination
breed riots in hell.”

THE DUAL COMPENSATION ACT OF 1964 NOT
THE REAL ISSUE IN THE M’KEE CASE

Mr, YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
in the past few days there has been
some discussion of the Dual Compensa~
tion Act of 1964 as it affects this bill,
S, 1900, and the possible appointment
of General McKee to be Administrator
of the Federal Aviation Agency.

Some of the remarks which have been
made imply that Congress was not fully
aware of what it was doing when the
Dual Compensation Act was passed. I
had the pleasure and the responsibility
of serving as chairman of the Civil Serv-
ice Subcommittee which considered the
Dual Compensation Act, and I was the
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floor leader in the debate which resulted
in the passage of that act.

Contrary to the impression which may
have been made, the Dual Compensation
Act was the product of 9 years’ study of
the problem of employing retired mili-
tary personnel. Extensive hearings on
that bill were held in both the House
and the Senate committees. The staffs
of both committees worked for many
months, with representatives of the ad-
ministration and other interested par-
ties, to produce the bill which Congress
passed.

Considerable debate was held on the
floor of both the Senate and the House
before the bill was passed. No aspect
of that legislation was not given very
careful consideration.

Contrary to a remark made by one
Senator yesterday, the Dual Compensa-
tion Act did not “punch a hole in the
dike,” to allow retired officers to be em-
ployed in eivilian positions. The history
of dual-compensation legislation is long
and involved. The 1964 act modernized
and simplified some 70 years of piece-
meal legislation. Prior to the 1964 act,
more than 50 statutes regarding dual
employment and dual compensation had
been passed. Some 200 decisions of the
Comptroller General had interpreted
those laws. It was truly an administra-
tive monstrosity to understand and ap-
ply those statutes. Mistakes were fre-
quently made, much to the disadvantage
of innocent employees who accepted po-
sitions in the civilian service, and later
were told they had been employed in
violation of the law, and owed the Gov-
ernment the entire salary they had
earned as civilian employees. In some
instances, employees owed as much as
$50,000, each, for illegal salary payment.
To correct this and other inequities and
to allow the Government to offer employ-
ment opportunities to some highly
skilled retired military persons, the Dual
Compensation Act of 1964 was passed.
It opened no floodgates.

On the contrary, under the old statutes
and interpretations, the only group of
retired military personnel who were ex-
cluded from Federal employment in civil-
ian positions were regular commissioned
officers who retired for length of service.
The fiscal limitations on combined in-
come prohibited their employment, be-
cause of the language of the Dual Offices
Act of 1894. All enlisted men, all Re~
serve officers, and any Regular officers
retired for disability were eligible for any
civilian position with full retirement pay.
The only ones not admitted to Federal
employment before 1964 were the Regu-~
lar officers retired for length of service.
They amount to less than 10 percent of
the military personnel who retire each
year. What Congress did in 1964 was to
extend to these officers the same privi-
leges of law that were enjoyed by all
others. As a suitable compromise, Con-
gress decided to reduce their yearly re-
tired pay to an amount equal to $2,000,
plus half of the remainder. That reduc-
tion in pay applies to Regular commis-
sioned officers and to warrant officers.
It does not apply to Reserve officers, be-
cause, under the old law, Reserve officers
were not affected. Congress did not
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deem it necessary to take away from Re-
serve officers a privilege which they had
enjoyed for 70 years.

My remarks today are not aimed at the
wisdom of appointing retired officers to
civilian positions. No Member of the
Senate is any more interested in the
supremacy of civilian control than I am.
My remarks are not aimed at the change
to be made in the Federal Aviation Act
by the bill under discussion today. I
speak only on the subject of the meaning
of the Dual Compensation Act. I believe
its purpose has been misunderstood in
the past few weeks. If Congress wishes
to make changes in that law, I am confi-
dent that the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service will entertain any amendments
any Senator wishes to propose. As a
member of that commitiee, I will cer-
tainly share in that responsibility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The question is on
the motion to recommit H.R. 77772

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair stated that to the Senate while the
Senator from Montana was making his
final argument.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (when his
name was called). On this vote I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueniNGg]. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” IfI wereat
liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
therefore withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doppl, the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hiurl, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Jorpanl, the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Long], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MeT-
caLr], the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Muskie]l, the Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NeEuBerGeEr], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr, Sparkman], and the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI, the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EasTrLanp], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTyYRrE], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. MonpaLel, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr, MonToyval, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseiL], and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. McInTyrel is paired
with the Senator from Massachusetts
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[Mr. Kennepy], If present and voting,
the Senator from New Hampshire would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetfs would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK],
the Senator from Hawail [Mr. Fowncl,
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Muwptl, and the Senator from Vermont °
[Mr. ProuTY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LoorPer], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javrrs], and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirk-
sEN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr, Dominick], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr, Javrrs]l, and
the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Proury] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 33,
nays 35, as follows:

[No. 143 Leg.]
YEAS—33
o
o B! M
Bennett Hart Nm
Burdick Hartke Pearson
Carlson Hayden Simpson
Case Holland Smith
Clark Jordan, Idaho Tower
Cooper Long, La Williams, Del.
Douglas McGovern Yarborough
Ellender Morse Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Morton Young, Ohto
NAYS—35
Anderson Inouye Proxmire
Bartlett Jackson Randolph
Bass Kuchel Ribicoff
Bayh Lausche Robertson
Bible Magnuson Russell, 8.C,
Boggs Mansfield Scott
Brewster McCarthy Stennis
Cannon McClellan Symington
Cotton McGee Thurmond
Curtis Monroney Tydings
Harrils Pastore Williams, N.J.
Hruska Pell
NOT VOTING—32

Byrd, Va, Hin Montoya
Byrd, W. Va. Javits Mundt
Church Jordan, N.C. Muskie
Dirksen Kennedy, Mass. Neuberger
Dodd Eennedy, N.Y. Prouty
Dominick Long, Mo. Russell, Ga.

McIntyre Saltonstall
Fong MeNamara Smathers
Gore Metcalf Sparkman
Gruening Miller Talmadge
Hickenlooper Mondale

So Mr. HaRTKE'S motion to recommit
was rejected.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is before the Senate and open to amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing, and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
he roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
my colleague the junior Senator from
Montana [Mr. Mercarrl. If he were
present and voting he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Bavr]l, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Dopp], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hmuvl, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Jorpan], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Long], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA]L,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MEeT-
caLr], the Senator from Maine [Mr,
Mouskie]l, the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuvserceEr], the Senator from Virginia
IMr. RoeerTsoN], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SparkmMax], and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Tatmapce] are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Eastranp], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTYRE], the Senator from Minesota
[Mr. MonpaLE]l, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Montoval, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseELn], and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Baynl, the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Dopnl, and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral would each
vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GruENING] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Virigina [Mr. ROBERTSONI.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote “nay,” and the Sen-
ator from Virginia would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. EennepY] is paired with
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
McInTYRE]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Massachusetts would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire would vote “nay.”

Mr, KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK],
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Foxel,
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiILLER],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpt], and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. ProuTyl are absent on official
business,

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavToNsTALL] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DirK-
sEN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. DominIck], the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirs], and
the Senator from Vermont [ Mr. ProuTy]
would each vote “yea.’

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 20, as follows:

[No. 144 Leg.]
YEAS—46
Allott Hruska Pell
Anderson Inouye Proxmire
Bartlett Jackson Randolph
Bass Jordan, Idaho Ribieofl
Bible Euchel Russell, 8.C.
Boggs Lausche Scott
Brewster Magnuson Simpson
Byrd, W. Va. McCarthy Stennis
Canmon MeClellan Symington
Carlson McGee Thurmond
Cotton McGovern Tower
Curtis Monroney Tydings
Fannin Morton Willlams, N.J.
Harris Moss Young, N. Dak.
Hart Murphy
Hayden Pastore
NAYS—20
Alken Ellender Nelson
Bennett Ervin Pearson
Burdick Fulbright Smith
Case Hartke Williams, Del.
Clark Holland Yarborough
Long, La, Young, Ohio
Douglas Morse
NOT VOTING—34
Bayh Javits Mundt
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C Muskie
Church Kennedy, Mass, Neuberger
Dirksen Kennedy, N.Y. Prouty
Dodd Long, Mo. bertson
Dominick Mansfield Russell, Ga.
Eastland MelIntyre Saltonstall
Fong McNamars Smathers
Gore Metealfl Sparkman
Gruening Miller Talmadge
Hi per Mondale
Hin Montoya

So the bill (H.R. T777) was passed.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the motion by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senate bill
1900 be indefinitely postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PELL in the chair). Without objection,
the bill is indefinitely post;

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. LONG of Louisana. Mr. President,
I have a privileged matter that I would
ask to have called up.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I won-
der if my able friend the Senator from
Louisiana would yield so that I might
guery the majority leader, while Sena-
tors are in the Chamber, as to what is
contemplated for tonight, tomorrow, and
the remainder of next week.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Louisiana will yield,
I shall be delighted to reply to the acting
minority leader.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield for
that purpose.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1966

Mr, MANSFIELD., Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 321, HR. 6453, making appropria-
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tions for the District of Columbia for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title,

The LecrstAaTive CLErRK. A bill (H.R.
6453) making appropriations for the
government of the Distriect of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1966, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bills?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Appropriations, with amendments,
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT LIMITING

DEBATE ON DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA AFFRO=

PRIATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
believe this request has been cleared
with all interested parties.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate meets on Tuesday, June 22,
1965, there be a time limitation of 1 hour
on the Ribicoff amendment to the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriation bill, the
time to be controlled by the mover of the
amendment, the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr, Rieicorr] and the chairman of
the subcommittee the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Byrp]; that on other
amendments the time be limited to 30
minutes, 15 minutes to a side, if there
are other amendments to be offered, be-
cause I believe they can all be taken care
of on Monday; and that the vote on the
passage of the bill be had not later than
2:30 p.m. on Tuesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator request that paragraph 3 of
rule XII be suspended?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The wunanimous-consent agreement,
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That, effective on Tuesday, June
22, 1965, at the conclusion of routine morn-
ing business, during the further considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 6453) making appro-
‘priations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against the revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1966, and for other purposes, debate on
any amendment (except one to be offered by
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF]
which shall be limited to one hour), motion,
or appeal, except a motion to lay on the table,
shall be limited to one-half hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the mover
of any such amendment or motion and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. BYrD].

Ordered, further, That the Senate will pro-
ceed to vote on final passage of the bill not
later than 2:30 o'clock postmeridian on
Tuesday June 22, 1965.

THE LATE SENATOR JOHNSTON
OF SOUTH CAROLINA—MEMORIAL
ADDRESSES
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the time set

aside for the delivery of eulogies to our



14064

late, departed, beloved colleague, the
Senator from South Carolina, Mr. John-
ston, be moved from 2 pm. to 3 p.m. on
Tuesday June 22, 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there will be no debate on the District
of Columbia appropriation bill tonight,
unless some Senator wishes to speak on
it. After conferring with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Rieicorr] and the distinguished
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, it
is hoped that an agreement can be
reached for a reasonable limitation on
debate and a vote on the bill on Tuesday.
That would not preclude the taking of
votes on committee amendments or votes
on other matiers.

Following the disposition of the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriation bill, it is
the intention of the leadership to call
up the silver coinage bill; but a little
leeway may be needed in that respect.
Perhaps the military procurement bill
will be taken up between those two bills.
But, in general, that is the program con-
templated for next week.

Mr. KUCHEL. Does the distinguished
majority leader contemplate a yea-and-
nay vote on the conference report on the
excise tax bill; and can he confirm the
happy rumblings in the Chamber that
the Senate will go over until Monday?
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY NEXT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until Monday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As to the other
question, I cannot answer the Senator
from California.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall not
ask for a yea-and-nay vote. The ex-
cise tax bill passed the Senate with only
four dissenting votes. The conference
was most successful. However there
may perhaps be debate on it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the Senator
from Louisiana plan to ask for a yea-
and-nay vote on the excise tax confer-
ence report?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Not unless
some Senator asks for one.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the majority leader a
question. Did I correctly understand
him to say that the Senate would recon-
vene on Monday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. NELSON. I did not understand
him when he said what measures would
be taken up.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Distriet of
Columbia appropriation bill was laid be-
fore the Senate a few minutes ago.
There will be no yea-and-nay votes on
that bill this evening. There may be
yea-and-nay votes beginning on Mon-
day, although I anticipate none as of
now. Other measures may be taken up
on that day. The chances are about 90
to 10 against yea-and-nay votes.
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ICELANDIC INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, today
is the 21st anniversary of the independ-
ence of the independent Republic of Ice-
land. I wish to pay tribute to that coun-
try’s contributions to our Nation.

We in North Dakota are fortunate to
number among our citizens about 1,000
Icelandic-Americans, who have settled in
the northeastern corner of our State.
They are part of a small group of Ameri-
can citizens whose democratic heritage
is paralleled by that of very few other
national groups in our country.

Although Iceland has been independ-
ent only since 1944, hundreds of years
earlier its citizens knew the characteris-
tics of democracy. Indeed, Iceland has
one of the oldest and most distinet demo-
cratic heritages of any country in the
world today; it can be traced to the year
A.D. 930, when the Vikings who settled on
this island established the Icelandic
Althing, or Parliament—the first demo-
cratic body of its kind north of the Alps.
Its laws provided for the various hazards
of life, including mutual protection from
fire; and its original code initiated trial
by jury 282 years before King John of
England signed the Magna Carta.

The Icelandic people have contributed
their energies and resources and, most
important of all, their democratic and
cultural heritage to the communities of
America where they have settled. I am
proud that the community of Mountain,
N. Dak., is among the few distinctive Ice-
landic-American communities remaining
in our country.

Mr. President, the story of the Ice-
landic immigration to America is truly
a remarkable tale of adventure, struggle,
and personal sacrifice. The Icelanders
came from a land rural, wild, and lonely;
a land of glaciers, lava, heather, and
stormy seas; a country of silence—the
silence of vast spaces impinging on the
scattered settlements. To make their
way in comparatively crowded and in-
dustrialized America, the immigrants
had to summon all their resolution and
initiative.

The first Icelanders to come to the New
World arrived about 1870. They came
both to Canada and to the United States,
and worked their way along the Great
Lakes and the central boundary of the
two countries until they settled in North
Dakota and Minnesota in about 1900.

One of the most lucid available ac-
counts of this migration is contained in a
book entitled “Modern Sagas,” written
by Thorstina Walters, herself an Ice-
lander, reared near Mountain, N. Dak.

I ask unanimous consent that an ex-
cerpt from her book, telling of the settle-
ment of the Icelanders in North Dakota
be printed at this point in the REcorp;
and I commend it to all Senators as an
excellent, if somewhat brief, account of
a part of American history.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was order to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

CaaPTER III. THE TrRAILS CONVERGE—THE
DAKOTA TERRITORY

It soon became evident to Pall Thorlaksson
that the general well-being of the settlement
had not progressed since his visit of the
previous year. To be sure, more Icelandic
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immigrants had come during the summer of
1877. There was an increasing number of
ploneer cabins and the clearings around
the lowly homes had been enlarged. Many
of these clearings had within them recent
graves of those who had succumbed to the
smallpox plague of the preceding winter.
No dreamer of the future pictured Lake
Winnipeg as it now is, a great waterway
with an inexhaustible supply of fish. What
Thorlaksson saw was a vast expanse of ice
and marshy shores where his compatriots
were waging a battle for survival, in many
instances a losing struggle. In thinking
through the problems that confronted the
Icelandic settlers, the young minister was
strengthened in his belief that the United
States had more to offer to his countrymen.

Early in the year of 1878, a number of
discontented settlers met in Thorlaksson’s
home with the objective of laying the initial
plans for finding a suitable area for an Ice-
landic settlement on the American side of
the boundary line. A committee of three,
the Reverend P#dll Thorlaksson, Sigurdur
Josua Bjirnsson, and Magnus Stefansson,
was chosen to make a tour of exploration.
At first, it was felt that Minnesota would
offer the best opportunities, but that plan
was changed when one of the committee
men, Magnus Stefansson, met a newspaper
editor in Winnipeg, Mr. Hunter, who unre-
servedly advised them to seek land in the
Dakota Territory. He explained that all
suitable land had been taken up in Minne-
sota. The only land avallable was in the
northwestern part of the State, near the Red
River and was not, in his opinion, any better
than that which they already had in “New
Iceland.” He suggested to Stefansson to go
to the border town of Pembina, Dakota Ter-
ritory, saying that he felt certain that within
a radius of some 30 miles of the town there
would be land that would meet the require-
ments of the group. Hunter then gave
Stefansson two letters of introduction to
two friends of his in Pembina. The other
two members of the committee, Thorlaksson
and Bjdrnsson, were not enthuslastic at first,
but finally Bjornsson agreed to accompany
Stefansson to Pembina while Thorlaksson
remained temporarily behind in Winnipeg.

The town of Pembina was at that time
quite an important gateway to the United
EBtates, situated as it was on the Red River
and recelving traffic from both the North
and the South. The two Icelanders were
advised to seek land southwest of the little
town of Cavalier, some 30 miles from Pem-
bina. It was explained to them that while
the soil of the prairle was considered su-
perior, there was a disadvantage for poverty-
stricken people in settling on a treeless
prairie.

After conferring for 2 days in Pembina, the
Icelandic prospectors set out on foot for the
town of Cavalier and then and there received
their first introduction to the mud of the
Dakota prairie. But a little inconvenience of
that nature did not discourage them, for the
information they had gained kindled hope in
their hearts. They had along with them a
letter of introduction to John Bechtel, a
progressive farmer in Cavalier. Mr. Bechtel
was of German ancestry, having come to the
Dakota Territory from Pennsylvania in 1875.
He became a much valued friend to the Ice-
landic pioneers during their first years of set-
tlement. Stefansson and Bjérnsson spent
the first night in Cavaller at Mr. Bechtel's
home and the next day he drove them to the
home of a Norwegian-American Civil War
veteran, Butler Olson, who had homesteaded
6 miles west of Cavalier. There the two Ice-
landers stayed for a week enjoying the hospi-
tality of Mr. and Mrs. Olson. Mr, Olson
drove them south and west around the neigh-
borhood and then finally down to Pembina
where they rejoined Thorlaksson. Three
others were added to the group, settlers from



June 17, 1965

“New Iceland,” Jéhann Hallsson;
Gunner, and Arni Thorlaksson.

After Bjornsson and Stefansson had re-
ported on their findings, the five Icelanders
decided to return again with Olson. He ar-
ranged to have them driven around by a
halfbreed who knew the country intimately.
They had flve horses and two Red River
carts, and took turns riding and driving.
Mr. and Mrs. Olson had furnished them with
bread and butter, while the halfbreed shot
wild ducks that they roasted by an open fire.
They examined the country for 4 days around
the territory where the Pembina County
towns of Hallson, Gardar and Mountain are
now situated. Subsequent to this cursory
examination of the area, they returned to the
Lake Winnipeg settlement to report to their
countrymen.

It was only a matter of a few days until
a large number of the settlers of New Iceland
had determined to try their fortune in the
Dakota Territory. The first to make the dif-
ficult trek by land and water were the mem-
bers of the exploration committee and their
families. They traveled to Winnipeg by a
small boat belonging to one of the settlers
and then by a Red River steamer to Pembina,
On June 6, 1878, they set out over the track-
less prairie with two yoke of oxen, They left
Pembina at dawn, arriving at the home of
Butler Olson that night at 10. By then, the
faithful oxen had trudged 30 miles through
mud and water.

The most pressing task of the newcomers
was that of erecting a shelter and this first
Icelandic home in the Dakota Territory was
built where the town of Hallson now ls.
Fifteen miles distant to the west were the
Pembina Mountains, only hills, to be sure,
as compared with the mountains of Iceland,
but, nevertheless, one of the reasons for the
immigrants’ cholce of the locality. On the
banks of the Tongue River, that drained the
terrain, were majestic oaks, elms and other
trees. The work was made easier through
the unwavering hope that the settlers had of
the future. Among these builders in the
wilderness was a lad of 18, Jonas Jonsoon.
In his memoirs recalling this ploneer work
he wrote: "I was assigned as a cook for the
group. Not that I had any special skills in
that particular line, rather because the older
men disliked such work, whereas I was &a
good-natured lad, ready to undertake any-
thing. I developed a system of my own for
making bread, which consisted of digging a
hole in a large tree stump, then putting in
flour, and water from the Tongue River.
Presently I had kneaded a dough that I
shaped into round cakes and baked over an
open fire. I can assure you that I was kept
busy making these cakes.”

The cabin was completed June 23, 1878,
and nine people moved into it. There, 2
weeks later, was borne the first child of Ice-
landic parentage in the settlement, Hallur
Egilsson. There was no trained doctor or
nurse to render mother and child the neces-
sary assistance, but reports have it that all
went well with both.

During the years 1878-81, a large number
of settlers came from Lake Winnipeg (New
Iceland) to the Dakota Territory. The Ca-
nadian authorities tried to stem the tide of
emigration from the Lake Winnipeg settle-
ment by demanding the return of the money
that the Dominion Government had given
to the pioneers. The authorities argued that
the money had been donated with the under-
standing that the Icelanders were to remain
permanently in Canada. When the depart-
ing Icelanders paid no attention to the gov-
ernmental objections, they frequently found
themselves in difficulties. The Icelandic
ploneers also encountered at times some bit-
terness on the part of their countrymen who
chose to remain behind. However, neither
Government interference nor the coolness of
friends could stop the determined men and
women who saw a falrer day dawning In

his son,
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Dakota Territory. Some of the Icelanders,
lacking means of transportation, covered the
distance of 160 miles from the Lake Winni-
peg settlement to the Dakota Territory on
foot, Those who had children were very
much handicapped. The story is told of one
Icelander whose sole property was one cow.
He managed to acquire a Red River Cart into
which he placed his wife and children and

then hitched the cow to it. He then started

for the Dakota Territory. Unfortunately, the
Canadians confiscated the cow at the bound-
ary line. The ingenious settler was not at
all discouraged. He and his family struggled
on foot the rest of the way. Another couple
dragged their child and baggage on a sleigh
all the dreary miles from Lake Winnipeg to
the Dakota Territory. Many of those who
arrived destitute in the new locality had
left Iceland with considerable means, lost
one way or another during the confusion of
the first few years. Among those following
the Icelandic pioneer trail from New Iceland
to what is now North Dakota were Johann
and Ingebjirg Stefdnsson with their three
children, Jéhannes, Inga, and the youngest,
Vilhjélmur, the future explorer, then aged 18
months.

Through the Reverend P4ll Thorlaksson,
the possibilities of the Dakota Territory were
explained to the Icelanders in Shawano
County, Wis., who by that time had learned
many valuable lessons in American farming
from their neighbors of greater experience.
That small Icelandic group had been forced
to recognize that cultivation of the soil where
they were was beyond their capabilities due
to the heavy timber all around. Shawano
County required more initial power and cap-
ital than they had, therefore it seemed to
them that the Dakota prairies offered more
opportunity for those who had willing hands,
but very little money. The first step towards
evaluating the Dakota Territory was taken
by six Icelanders from Shawano County who
went there on an exploration tour the sum-
mer of 1878, driving five teams of horses.
There they joined others of their compatriots
who were also exploring the area under the
able leadership of the Norweglan-American,
Butler Olson,

The Dakota Territory of 1878 was just
emerging from the terrors of the Custer mas-
sacre of 1876. Sitting Bull was still living,
and to the Icelanders his name was synon-
ymous with some mighty troll of their folk-
lore. Olson's leadership was of the highest
repute for not only did he know the country
but he was a man of experience which in-
cluded 3 years of service in the Civil War.
The Icelanders had not proceeded far on
their way on the virgin prairle when they
noted a large band of Indilans in what ap-
peared to be a warlike mood. The little band
of white men was at a great disadvantage
in defense against an attack. Their weapons
were limited to a rifie that Olson carried, a
relic of Civil War days, & pistol and a pocket
knife belonging to two of the Icelanders.
They took counsel as to how to meet this
emergency. Mr, Olson suggested that the
best procedure would be to tie the horses
together and then the men should crawl into
the tall marshland grass and hide. They lay
for several hours hidden by the damp grass.
When they finally dared to ralse their heads
above it and survey the surroundings, there
were no Indians to be seen. Olson was then
of the opinion that the Indians had mistaken
them for a part of the territorial militia
from the border town of Pembina, much
feared by the Indians for its members were
reputed to be quick on the frigger. Orders
had been given to the Indians not to gather
in large bands on the prairie.

The Icelanders and their guide explored
the country quite extensively around the
present sites of the towns of Hallson, Moun-
tain, and Gardar in Pembina County. They
were pleased with what they saw and re-
turned to Shawano County, Wis., to report
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favorably on their findings. The summer of
1879 marked the exodus of all the Icelanders
from the community in Shawano County.
Women and children traveled by rail while
the men and boys walked and drove the
cattle. An occasional family moved by a
method they had learned from the American
ploneers, by covered wagons. Those who
walked averaged about 26 miles a day. It
took them a month to walk from Shawano
County, Wis., to the locality that they had
chosen in the Dakota Territory. These Ice-
landic pioneers were joined by a number of
their compatriots who for one reason or an-
other were not satisfied with their home-
steads in the Lincoln and Lyon Counties of
Minnesota. Generally speaking, these Ice-
landic settlers were not as poverty stricken
as the ones from the colony around Lake
Winnipeg.

The hopes of a better and fuller life that
centered in the Icelandic settlement in the
Red River Valley of the Dakota Territory
traveled across the Atlantic to Iceland where
the movement to emigrate became nation-
wide., By 1880, a large number of settlers
direct from Iceland arrived on the Dakota
prairies.

The initial steps of the ploneers were very
difficult. As long as the much publicized Red
River Valley soil failed to produce, there was
want everywhere. The years from 1878 to
1881 were the most trying ones. In spite of
their failure to raise grain and vegetables in
the immediate neighborhood, it was of para-
mount importance for the ploneers to live
on the land they had settled in order to pre-
pare the soil for production and to gather
hay for their livestock.

The winter of 1879-80 was the most severe
on record in that part of the country, Many
Icelandic homes were without food. How-
ever, help always came before there were any
serlous consequences. In many instances,
this help came through loans that Thorlaks-
son had solicited from well established Nor-
weglan-American farmers. As a rule, he
himself was responsible for repayment. It
was to him that the settlers turned when all
other roads seemed to be impassable., In
addition to loans, there were also direct gifts
from the Norweglan-Lutheran Synod, as well
as from individuals. People tried to make
a little go as far as possible and were thrifty
in every way. By the spring of 1880, one of
the most pressing problems was lack of seed.
The Reverend Pall Thorlaksson was then in
Minnesota under treatment for his health.
He kept in continuous contact with the set-
tlement. At his request, Haraldur Thorlaks~
son, his brother, one of the Icelanders who
had come from Wisconsin the previous sum-
mer, mortgaged a small herd of cattle that
he owned, in order to purchase seed for some
of the settlers, as well as some very essential
farm machinery.

It soon became evident to Thorlaksson that
something more extensive in scope was re-
quired to help the settlers than the sacrifice
made by a few individuals in their midst,
Therefore, In spite of his poor health, he
traveled through the Norwegian settlements
in Minnesota and gathered together 40 head
of cattle and 100 barrels of flour to be paid
for in 2 years at 10 percent interest. Trans-
portation amounting to $300 was saved
through him. He wrote to the St. Paul, Min-
neapolis & Manitoba Rallroad requesting it
to give free transportation of the cattle and
flour to the border town of Pembina. The
railroad agreed, and as a result the flour and
the cattle arrived almost immediately in
Pembina. This good news traveled fast
through the Icelandic settlement. Hope
was rekindled, but, unfortunately, this help
was still very inadequate, a mere drop in
the bucket.

Reallzing that further assistance was
needed at once, Thorlaksson, although still
111, undertook a trip on horseback through
the progressive Norweglan settlements in
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Minnesota. He acquired 43 head of cattle on
the same terms as the previous ones and the
rallroad transported this herd to Pembina
free of charge, too. Yet even this additional
help was not sufficient, since a number of
needy families had just arrived in the settle-
ment from the Lake Winnipeg communities.
Presently, Thorlaksson called a meeting for
the purpose of evaluating the overall situ-
ation in the settlement and through this
meeting to determine what additional as-
sistance was needed. Following this meet-
ing, the tireless young minister set out once
more in July of 1880 to the Norweigan com-
munities in Minnesota in order to arrange
for the essentials required to insure the live-
lihood of the Icelandic community in Pem-
bina County, Dakota territory, until such
time that the settlers could manage through
their own resources.

Thorlaksson traveled extensively through
the Norweglan communities in Minnesota
and was well received everywhere, especially
by the clergymen who supported him in
every way possible, either taking him around
themselves or lending him a horse. After 2
months of travel he had gathered a herd of
856 head of cattle, 66 sheep, as well as small
sums of money, all for the benefit of the
Icelandic communities in the Dakota terri-
tory. Most of the animals were sold on 3
years credlt or were outright contributions.
Two men and two boys came from the
Dakota territory to drive the herd to the Ice-
landic settlements where it arrived October
2, 1880, This marked Thorlaksson's final
effort to seck outside help to assist the pov-
erty-stricken ploneers on the road to self-
support.

There were, to be sure, many of the orig-
inal Icelandic settlers in Dakota territory
who managed without loans or other out-
slde help solicited by Thorlaksson. But the
considered opinion of many of the Icelandic
founding fathers interviewed by this writer
iz overwhelmingly to the effect that the
Reverend Pill Thorlaksson's work prevented
dire suffering at a time when aid was urgent.
Unquestionably, his work was a very im-
portant factor in establishing the settlement
permanently and placing it on a producing
basis. One fact not to be overlooked was
that there was neither work nor credit to be
had in the immediate area of the settlement.
The locality where the Icelandic pioneers
settled in the Dakota territory was In an
extreme frontier state, therefore, contact
with firmly established, progressive Nor-
weglan settlements was Invaluable. Not
only did the piloneers receive material aid
from them but they also learned many
important lessons In adjustment to their
environment.

The loans made by the Norweglan-Ameri-
cans to the Icelanders were almost without
exception paid back with interest within the
prescribed time. It was not long before
an Icelander’s word was considered first-
class security for credit in the Dakota terri-
tory. Unfortunately, there is one never to
be forgotten blot on this Norwegian-Icelandic
cooperation. A Norweglan-American busi-
nessman who dealt reputably with Thorlak-
egson in the beginning, changed his manner
of doing business and became known through
the Icelandic communities as a man of
very unsavory reputation. It seemed that
he preferred farms on which he held the
mortgage to repayment of loans. These
farms that he took as security for loans at
exorbitant Interest rates tempted him to
ruthlessness in collecting his money. This
man, however, was the exception, for the
annals of Icelandic pioneering in North Da-
kota relate repeatedly the unselfish ald and
cooperation of the Norweglan-Americans in
Minnesota and the nearby States.

‘When the Icelanders first came to the
Dakota territory, there were three laws for
filing on land: Preemption, tree claim, and
homestead. The first and third laws re-
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quired that the one who filed should live 3
years on the 160 acres of land allotted to him
before obtaining a deed for it. The tree
claim made it obligatory to plant 6,000 trees,
and If they were all living at the end of
3 years, the ploneer received a deed for the
land. Most of the Icelandic immigrants
availed themselves of the homestead laws.

Almost without exception, the Icelandiec
ploneers in Pembina County were destitute.
Some had, however, more experience than
others in meeting the problems of the new
environment. The ones least equipped were
those who came from the settlement around
Lake Winnipeg or direct from Iceland. But
in general most of the early settlers were
young, energetic, and thrifty. They were
anxious to learn from the experience of
others who were better oriented in the new
land than they were,

The home that the Icelanders chose lay
in the northeastern corner of the immense
Dakota territory, which stretched from the
Red River on the east, to Montana on the
west, and from the Canadian border south
to Nebraska. The scattered settlers that the
Icelanders found there had not had time to
recover from the Custer massacre. And the
restlessness of the Indians and halfbreeds
on the Canadian side culminating in the
Rilel Rebellion of the middle elghties aroused
general alarm among the newcomers. But
in not too long a time the Icelanders in the
Dakota territory began to take great pride
in breaking the sod and to have a lking
for the prairie. To them, the prairie be-
came a symphony of sounds. There were
times when the tall, swaying grass seemed
to speak the language of the ocean waves
that washed the shores of their oceanbound
homeland. And often enough the faint stir-
ring of the breeze whispered of hidden oppor-
tunities still lying buried under the soil
of Dakota's vast prairie.

LIVESTOCK MARKETING

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, dur-
ing the June 10 visit of 100 South
Dakota farmers to the Capitol, in the
interest of farm legislation, William J.
Dougherty, president of the Sioux Falls,
8. Dak., Livestock Exchange, presented
to a group of Senators a statement on
the situation of livestock markets and
marketing, to be submitted to the Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

The suggestions Mr. Dougherty made
for the protection of farmer interests
are well worth our consideration.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that
his statement be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Mr, Chalrman and members of the com-
mittee, my name is Willlam J. Dougherty,
president and cattle salesman of Adams-
Dougherty Commission Co., and president
of Bioux Falls Livestock Exchange, Sioux
Falls, S. Dak.

Sioux Falls is a terminal market, ranking
ninth in cattle, ninth in hogs, and third in
sheep nationally. During the past 10 years,
the Sioux Palls stockyards handled 16,641,304
head of livestock. Adams-Dougherty Com-
mission Co., is a registered market agency
competing with elght other commission
firms at Sloux Palls stockyards to secure
the highest possible prices in selling farmers
livestock. Our firm has sold about 2 mil-
lion head of livestock since 1855.

It is an economic fact that terminal mar-
kets provide a useful, necessary function in
the movement of livestock from preducer
t0 consumer at minimum costs, The cost
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(yardage and commission) at Sioux Falls is
about 115 percent of gross sales.

In 1964 livestock was received at Sioux
Falls from 12 different States while feeder
livestock was shipped to 6 States. Slaugh-
ter livestock moved out to 82 packinghouses
in 62 cities in 22 States.

Effectively functioning, the terminal mar-
ket provides much more than selling or buy-
ing services. We maintain a strong, com-
petitive market where the smaller and
middle-size farmer can achieve better values
for his livestock product.

Our market is vitally important to the
economy of our farmers. In additlon to our
market selling and buying activities we offer
experienced counseling services at the farm,
such as help In securing feeder livestock, in-
formation on markets and trends, on types
of feed, on shrink, etc. In other words, as
commission men who strive to make our cus-
tomers a more profitable operation of their
business.

The questions of the livestock Industry
have been stated: loss of the farmer's bar-
galning power, vertical integration, decen-
tralization, off-market buying, chain store
meat profits, packer profits, etc.

Grade and yield selling and direct pur-
chases are made under many different con-
ditions and frequently the producer has no
knowledge of all the factors involving the
purchase of his livestock.

The terminal market might be considered
the buffer between the seller and the buyer,
whose interests are somewhat opposed. On
livestock sales consummated strictly be-
tween the producer and packer, the pro-
ducer is going to need more protection in
the way of more uniformity and supervision
of the packer’s buylng practices, better ac-
countability.

The Packer and Stockyards Act certainly
needs revision. If packers be required under
8 Federal livestock marketing order to pur-
chase a predetermined percentage of their
supplies from a federally licensed, supervised
market in open competition, many producer
problems could be answered.

Packers are concentrating on buying live-
stock direct at the farms. The producer can=-
not compete equally with a packer buyer.
If the terminal market were eliminated from
the scene, there would be nothing to prevent
the livestock producer from being a captive
to the packer in his own trade area. Direct
buying is a threat to markets, whether ter-
minal, auction markets or livestock concen-
tration points. The interests of both packer
and producer are not always compatible and
it would be a confused situation if the in-
formation, guldance and seclling service of
the commission agent were absent.

Costs to the packer of buying direct are
greater than his costs of procurement on the
terminal market. A comparison of buyers
salaries and fringe benefits reveals that
packers stressing direct buying pay much
more than those packers more closely asso-
ciated with terminal market purchasing.
Some data on this point is available.

The USDA states that the farmers’ share
of the consumers' food dollar has dropped
from 51 percent In 1947 to 37 percent in 1964.
The consumer has been paylng more for
food and the farmer receiving less. Wage
rates and fringe benefits to labor are up
sharply. In 1947 the average common laborer
at Armour’s plant in Omaha was pald $1.02
an hour. By 1963 the rate was $2.72 an hour
for wages and $£1.12 for fringe benefits to
total $3.84 per hour—an increase of 276 per-
cent In 15 years.

Concerning direct buylng—I quote from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Agri-
cultural Marketing Service 1960 Outlook
Issue of the "Marketing and Transportation
Situation™ that “one of the principal reasons
why chains have adopted direct buying is
that it gives them greater control over their
supply.”
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The meeting of buyers and sellers at prop-
erly regulated competitive markets makes
possible the flow of livestock from sales
agency to the competitive purchaser with
ease. Consider this example on the New
York or American Stock Exchange. The
reason that some 1,200 companies list their
stocks on the New York Stock Exchange is
because they know their listing will provide
a sales center which will bring the highest
possible price obtainable because most com-
petition is available. This gentlemen, can-
not help but be true in the livestock indus-
try also.

To cope with marketing deterrents we sug-
gest formulating specific educational mar-
keting guideline data or rules which will
provide, for all livestock producers, informa-
tion setting forth every variable. The guide-
line data should be prepared by marketing
industry representatives who know the score
and in conjunction with officials of the Pack=-
ers and Stockyards Division, U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture. For authoritatives and
meaningful presentation, this data should
be {illustrated, published, and distributed
throughout the nation by officials of the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. The industry
today needs a definite set of guidelines or
rules on livestock marketing from a U.S, De-
partment of Agriculture source which will
set forth for the livestock producer and
feeder, complete information on all variables
of marketing. I repeat again, these guide-
lines or rules for authoritative and meaning-
ful purpose, should be presented, published,
and illustrated and thoroughly discussed
throughout the nation by representatives
of the Packers and Stockyards Division,

Thank you.

THE COUNTRY THAT WANTED
LOVE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp an article written by
Arthur Hoppe, and published in the
Washington Star of June 16. Mr. Hoppe
has written in an interesting and pro-
voecative manner about a serious matter.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, June 186,
1965]
THE COUNTRY THAT WANTED LOVE
(By Arthur Hoppe)

Once upon a time there was a big, warm,
wonderful country. It had towering moun-
tains and shining rivers and fruitful plains
and lots and lots of very nice people. It was
truly a wonderful country. And what 1t
wanted most of all was to be loved.

Like many countries, it had been a bit of
a bully at times while growing up. It had
picked on smaller countries and pushed
weaker people around and even, on occasion,
broken its promises. But now that it was
full grown, it didn't want to grow any
more. And now that it was rich and power-
ful, it didn’t want to push anybody around
any more. It just wanted to be loved.

Probably no country ever cared more what
other countries thought of it. In order to
be loved, it did all sorts of nice things. It
gave poorer countries lots of money. It gave
weaker peoples lots of help. Above all, it
was & very moral country. It never told
lies and it always kept its promises. Which
is very important if you wish to be loved.

Oddly enough, it was loved. Oh, some
older countries said laughingly that it was
little naive and unsophisticated. And some
younger countries said enviously it was little
vain and Insensitive. But most people
thought it was truly a pretty wonderful
country. And to many it represented, in
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quite a real sense, the hope of a better
world.

But, of course, now that the wonderful
country was rich and strong and full grown,
it had to go out and deal with other coun-
tries as an equal. It found that other coun-
tries sometimes told lies, And sometimes
broke their promises. And were always try-
ing to push you around. In fact, it was kind
of a dog-eat-dog world.

At first, the wonderful country said this
was awful. It would, it said, devote itself
to making this a better world by “winning
the battle for men’s minds.” It would teach
people to be good by its shining example.
And it would never tell lies, break promises,
or push people around. Because that was
the best way to make a better world.

But this proved very difficult. And pretty
soon, as the wonderful country grew older,
it began telling little Hes. Like, “That wasn't
our spy plane flying over your country.” And
it began to break its promises, Like, “We
pledge never to interfere in the affairs of our
neighbors.” And it began to push people
around.

At first, because it still wanted to be
loved, the wonderful country tried to justify
what it did.

“Golly,” it sald, “sometimes even we have
to lie a little and cheat a little, but it's in
a good cause. And when we send our soldiers
into other countries, we're doing it for their
sakes, not for ours.”

But this proved difficult, too. And it be-
came clear the wonderful country would have
to choose between being loved and pushing
people around. It did. It said, “What's so
great about being loved? Who gives a fig
what others think? It's a dog-eat-dog world
and we've got to be hard-nosed realists and
act in our own self-interest.”

Which worked fine. Because when you act
in your own self-interest, you can lie and
cheat and push people around all you want.

Moreover, with its shining rivers and fruit-
ful plains and nice people, 1t was still a won-
derful country. Of course, it wasn't the
hope of the world any more.

Moral: If you have a neighbor who says
he doesn't give a fig what other people think
of him, count your silverware.

THE OAS IN SANTO DOMINGO

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the
entire world has its eyes on the Domini-
can Republic, and is waiting and hoping
that the OAS will be successful as it
seeks a peaceful solution of the crisis
that has shaken that small island nation.

President Johnson averted much
bloodshed by landing American troops in
that strife-torn land, Now, however,
American troops are being withdrawn
as the OAS develops its inter-American
foree.

Recent editorials published in the
Washington Post and the New York
World-Telegram and Sun are typical of
the support the President is receiving
from the Nation’s press. I ask unani-
mous consent that these two editorials
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 4,
1965]
THE OAS PEACE MISSION

The new OAS peace team which has left
for Santo Domingo has a mission of great im-
portance to the whole Western Hemisphere.
Not only the future of the Dominican Re-
public but also the evolution of the American
peace system will be influenced by its work.
Officially this three-man body has been as-
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signed the task of collaborating with OAS
Secretary General Jose A. Mora in seeking a
peaceful solution of the Dominican crisis.
But it also reflects a broader hope that ways
can be found to help small, volatile coun-
tries in this hemisphere in the achievement
of stability, peace, and freedom.

President Johnson made it clear in his
news conference the other day that the
United States has no interest in imposing
any particular kind of regime on the Do-
minican people. The interest of this country
in our small Caribbean neighbor is not im-
perialistic. Rather the aim of this country
and the other American governments which
have joined In sending a peace mission to
Santo Domingo is to arrest the spread of
chaos and the threat of communism and fo
keep the door open to Dominican control over
Dominican affairs.

The task of the mission would be a simple
one if the hostile Dominican factions were
disposed to forget the past and cooperate in a
provisional government which could prepare
the way for fair elections. But nothing ap-
proaching a consensus on the composition of
such a government has emerged. Unless
some understanding can be worked out, it
may be necessary for the OAS to conduct an
early electlon or plebiscite to ascertain the
will of the people. Certainly the peace mis-
slon will have to let the factions know in
no uncertain terms that the issues between
them must be settled by ballots rather than
bullets.

If a democratic and stable government
can be established in Santo Domingo with
the aid of the peace mission, it will be an
event of truly great significance. We do not
minimize the difficulties that will be en-
countered in reconciling hostilities, satisfying
constitutional requirements, and conducting
an election free from violence, intimidation,
and fraud. Itisa challenge of immense pro-
portions. But it is also a rare opportunity to
point the way toward a new dimension in
mutual helpfulness among the American Re-
publics.

[From the New York (N.Y.) World-Telegram
and Sun, June 3, 1965]

THE OAS 1N SANTO DOMINGO

In the Dominican Republic the first job
was to stop the fighting and assure the
safety of all Dominicans, as well as others
present.

The second job is to get the country's
economy working again and then to arrange
for elections at which the Dominicans can
decide how they wish to proceed.

Meanwhile, some type of temporary ad-
ministration has to be in effect.

On all these points, constructive progress
seems to be underway, although slowly.

There still s some sniping, off and on, but
the inter-American force under Gen. Huga
Panasco Alvim, of Bragil, Is taking charge
and the United States has been able to with-
draw several thousand troops. More should
come home as Alvim decides.

The United States has poured money, food
and medical supplies into the country and
the Organization of American States,
through the industrious efforts of Secretary
General Jose A. Mora, s working on economic
recovery. S

The OAS has voted to send a team of three
ambassadors (from El Salvador, Brazil, and
the United States) to help Mora with the
political problems. While both sides in the
revolution have complained about Mora, they
may yet agree to OAS supervision of the even-
tual free elections—the only way, under the
circumstances, the elections can be assured
of being free,

The OAS even has persuaded the leaders of
the military junta to promise that none of
them will run in the elections.

Both sides in the civil war probably will
continue to drag their heels whenever they
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can, but firm action by the OAS gradually
will overcome that handicap. At the mo-
ment, even though the situation remalns
serlous and difficult, the prospects are
brighter than might have been expected a
few days ago when confusion was in com-
mand.

For this, on reflection, we can thank the
original decisiveness of President Johnson
in sending U.S. troops—which undoubtedly
prevented an even worse slaughter of
Dominlcans than occurred. And the patience
and persistence of Mora and his OAS as-
sociates in negotiating the understandings
now seemingly being achieved.

THE WASHINGTON, D.C., MEETING
ON OCEAN SCIENCE AND OCEAN
. ENGINEERING

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, a most out-
standing 4-day meeting has just con-
cluded here in Washington. The meet-
ing was remarkable for two reasons:
first, it was concrete evidence of a great
surge of activity in a field of primary
importance for all Americans; and, sec-
ond, because in spite of its significance,
it passed almost unnoticed.

The meeting was on the subject of
ocean science and ocean engineering,
with dual sponsorship by the Marine
Technology Society and the American
Society of Limnology and Oceanography.

The Marine Technology Society is
new—Iless than a year old. Its remark-
able growth and achievement in less
than a year are a tribute to its officers
and directors, but—even more impor-
tant—also to the fact that it has filled
an important void in national organiza-
tion, by providing an organization and
forum for those who are concerned, not
solely with obtaining knowledge from
the seas, but with putting that knowl-
edge to use in practical engineering
terms.

The American Society of Limnology
and Oceanography has a longer, but
equally successful, history, and is de-
voted to the advancement of science in
these fields. Perhaps some Senators
find “limnology” a new word, as I did.

It is perhaps most conveniently de-
fined by simply stating that a limnologist
is to fresh water what an oceanographer
is to salt water.

The chairman of the joint conference
was the distinguished former Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Research and
Development, and chairman of the In-
teragency Committee on Oceanography,
Dr. James H. Wakelin, Jr., now president
of the Scientific Engineering Institute.

The meeting was significant because
it provided a meeting ground for scien-
tists, engineers, and managers from the
academic world, from private industry,
and from Government. The subjects
ranged from detailed studies of a single
aspect of science or technology, such as
“Variability in Marine Benthic Com-
munities off Georgia” and “A Free Div-
ing Oceanography Buoy,” to broad topics,
ranging from an assessment of mineral
resources of the sea to a full day's dis-
cussion of the role of nuclear energy
in the sea.

It was my privilege to be invited to
participate in a panel discussion, on
‘Wednesday evening, on “Organization of
Oceanography and Ocean Engineering
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in the United States.” My fellow panel-
ists included such distinguished scientists
as Dr. Roger Revelle, of the Harvard
Center for Population Studies, who has
been director of the famed Scripps
Oceanographic Institute, and scientific
adviser to the Secretary of the Interior;
Dr. Paul Fye, director of the equally
famous Woods Hole Oceanographic In-
stitute; and Dr. Wilbert Chapman, of the
Van Camp Foundation. Industry was
represented by Capt. H. A, Arnold, of
United Aircraft Corp.; and David
Potter, director of the General Motors
Defense Laboratories. Other panelists
were Representative PauL RocGeErs, of
Florida, ar articulate and informed
champion of a forward-looking, national
program for development of the oceans;
and Dr. Wakelin. The moderator was
one of the most energetic and imagina-
tive men of my acquaintance—the distin-
guished scientist and engineer, Dean
Athelstan Spilhaus, of the University of
Minnesota.

A great deal of the discussion centered
on the role of the Federal Government
in ocean development; and when my
own time came for a summation and final
comment, I asked for a show of hands
from those supporting each of three
points of view that had been expressed
during the evening:

First. No further action by the Gov-
ernment is necessary, in addition to that
already being taken.

Second. A self-liquidating commission
should be established of a composition
that would enjoy the confidence of the
Executive, Congress, industry, and the
academic community. The commission
would be charged with proposing a na-
tional policy in ocean development, to-
gether with the plans and suggested
organization for carrying it out.

Third. The Government should move
at once to establish an appropriate
agency or other entity for ocean de-
velopment.

I should note that the second propo-
sition is consistent with a bill introduced
in the other House by Representative
Rogers, and the third is consistent with
a bill introduced by the distinguished
Senator from the State of Washington
[Mr. MacnUusoN]. In my view, the two
approaches are not at all incompatible.
Among the afttendees, there seemed to
be a substantial body of opinion that the
kind of entity proposed by Senator
MacNUSON was realistic, coupled with a
view that the step proposed by Repre-
sentative RoceRs was a desirable prelim-
inary, in order to refine definitions, prob-
lems, and the role of the organization to
be created.

On the show of hands, only a sprin-
kling of attendees—about 10—expressed
the view that government need not take
further action. The majority preferred
the establishment of a commission or
other study group, representative of all
major constituents of an ocean program,
to conduct a preliminary examination in
depth, and to make recommendations
for a positive policy and for an action
program. Those who preferred immedi-
ate establishment of a new Federal agen-
cy for ocean development were a close
second in number.
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I do not regard any of this as definitive,
but I think it is indicative of a lively in-
terest in the future of the oceans. If
there was a single point of consensus, it
was that America must move forward in
ocean development, and that this is a
joint responsibility of Government at
all levels, industry, and the academic
community.

It is also important to note that sev-
eral discussants sounded a note of cau-
tion, as follows: We should not move
forward without first defining our goals
and examining all the implications of
those goals. Vast as the seas may be,
they are not an endless resource, unless
husbanded. We must be not only ener-
getic and skillful, but also wise in our
approach to the coming age of ocean
development. We must foresee the con-
sequences of our actions.

My own views on this point are clear.
It was with this cautionary approach in
mind that, on May 7, I spoke to the Sen-
ate about the possible establishment of
sea-grant colleges. We did not know
how to use the land profitably for agri-
culture until the great age of agri-
cultural development in science and
technology was spearheaded by the
mixed scientific and technological ap-
proach of the agricultural institutions.
I believe—and many of the others pres-
ent at the meeting seemed to agree—
that we must create a similar mechanism
for the transfer of knowledge into prac-
tical applications, before we can exploit
the oceans in a similar productive man-
ner, while maintaining the principles of
conservation.

Within a short time, I intend to intro-
duce proposed legislation designed to
meet this need. Meanwhile, my own
State of Rhode Island already is looking
ahead, thanks to the foresight, skill, and
imagination of our own land-grant col-
lege, the University of Rhode Island, in
developing courses in ocean science and
engineering specifically designed to meet
the State and national need.

VIETNAM

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the sit-
uation in Vietnam continues to require
calm and deliberate patience and perse-
verance on the part of the people of the
United States, as we continue to give
our ald and assistance against aggres-
sion which threatens the people and se-
curity of the world.

Recently, Vice President Huserr H,
HumpHREY made at the National War
College an outstanding speech in which
he called for patience and persistence
on the part of all Americans, and said:

Liberals must learn that there are times
when American power must be used, and
that there is no substitute for power in
the face of a determined terrorist attack.
Conservatives must learn that in defeating
a8 Communist insurgency, the use of military
power can be counterproductive without
accompanying political effort and the ceredl-
ble promise to the people of a better life.

In a speech last week at Michigan
State University, the Vice President
dealt with the “curious misconception”
that the Vietcong are a purely idealistic

m\rement. not living on fear and terror-
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I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial on these two speeches by the Vice
President, published in the Baltimore
Sun on Monday, June 7, 1965, be printed
at this point in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

TERRORISM

Vice President HumpHREY suggested last
week, in a speech at the National War College,
that liberals and conservatives should modify
their traditional positions on the use of mill-
tary power to help weak or struggling nations
to defend their independence against Com-
munist subversion and attack. *Liberals,”
he said, “must learn that there are times
when American power must be used, and
that there is no substitute for power in the
face of a determined terrorist attack. Con-
servatives must learn that in defeating a
Communist insurgency the use of military
power can be counterproductive without ac-
companying political effort and the eredible
promise to the people of a better life.”

The Vice President was emphasizing, as he
said, that Communist terrorism cannot be
defeated "“by good works alone, or by good
intentions, or by slogans, or by propaganda
alone.” He sald further that Americans must
learn to be patient—"the Communists are
very patient"—and must learn to persist,
because the Communists are persistent, too.

“We must learn to adapt our military
planning and tactics to the new conditions
of Communist warfare,” Mr. HUMPHREY
added, “and we must learn to coordinate
military efforts, propaganda, effective politi-
cal organizational efforts and economic in-
vestments far better than we have done so
far."

In another speech last week, made at Michi-
gan State University, the Vice President dealt
with what he called the "curious misconcep-
tion" that in Vietnam the Vietcong is a
great idealistic movement with some resem-
blance, for example, to the American Popu-
list Party. In fact, however, he sald the
Vietcong has made its gains in South Viet-
nam largely from terrorism. Arthur Schles-
inger, whose own qualifications as an Ameri-
can liberal are as authentic as Mr. Hum-
PHREY'S, sald the Vietcong’s gains “have come
in the main not from the hopes they have
inspired but from the fear they have created.”
Agricultural statlons have been destroyed,
mediecal clinies raided, malaria control teams
killed or kidnaped. Since 1954, according to
estimates cited by Mr. HuMPHREY, more than
10,000 civilian officials have been killed or
kidnaped.

These comments on the war in Vietnam
are worth keeping in mind as the news dis-
patches describe the fighting and as the dis-
Smtat on of our policy continues in the United

es.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, an edi-
torial entitled “The Great Paradox,"”
published in the New York Herald Trib-
une on June 6, points up some of the
facts of our changing world concerning
our relationship with the Soviet Union
and Red China. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial be printed at this
point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE GREAT PARADOX

Presldent Johnson calls on the Soviet
Union to join the United States in works of
peace, while evidence accumulates that Rus-
sian guns and planes are moving into North
Vietnam. The Soviet Union complains that
Johnson talks peace while bombing a Com-
munist country.
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The situation is paradexical. But the
contradictory elements in the two national
positions are real. There is no reason to
doubt that both Washington and Moscow
would prefer more stable relations with one
another—and there is equally no reason to
question the reality of the clash in Vietnam.
The United States is deeply committed there;
so is the Soviet Union. Americans had
hoped that the Russians would use their in-
fluence to end the interventlon of the North
Vietnamese in South Vietnam; Russians
want the Americans to pull out.

Vietnam is not the only corner of the
earth in which American and Soviet interests
clash, nor does either nation make any par-
ticular secret of the fact that the Russians
want communism to spread and the Ameri-
cans want it to roll back. But what was
once a worldwide confrontation, with
dangers of overt hostility at every point on
the periphery of Communist power, has
altered profoundly. Much of the frontier
symbolized by the Iron Curtain has been
stabilized; the curtaln itself has been per-
forated in spots, with trade and communica-
tion barriers lowered. Berlin and Cuba are
peril points, but even there the dangers are
likely to spring more from the ambitions of
Castro or the fears of the East German
Communists than from the Soviet leader-
ship.

This lessening of many acute tenslons
could lead, not to a firm peace (for the
political and economic systems of East and
West are still too far apart for that) but
to a kind of modus vivendi, an agreement to
disagree, that would permit a far more nor-
mal life for both superpowers, as well as
for the nations that live in their neighbor-
hood. But—there is also Red China.

Mao’s China is all that the Soviet Union
was in the days when Stalin ruled over a na-
tion, victorious in war but gravely damaged
by it. Peiping has many material wants,
plus the consciousness of having survived
a great ordeal, proud, secretive, suspicious,
aggressive. It proclaims permanent revolu-
tion, expands its empire, and adds to this ex-
plosive mixture a racialist aspect that finds
appreciative echoes in many of the new
nations.

To this hungry predator, the Soviet
Union—whose people are intensely desirous
of enjoying the fruits of their own long and
bloody struggle—is linked by ideclogical tles.
The fact that Red China has made the
United States its great foe, the symbol of all
that is evil in the world, the enemy against
which it unites its people virtually from the
cradle, is Moscow'’s prime embarrassment in
seeking any accommodation on any subject
with Washington.

The Soviet leadership hopes to avold a
choice; it would like the United States, by
bowing out of Vietnam, to make one unneces-
sary. But even that would not solve the
Moscow-Pelping problem. For sooner or
later the choice will be forced on Moscow—
perhaps not over Vietnam, possibly not over
any matter in which the United States 1s
directly concerned. Because it is 1 ally
Russia, not America, that China is contend-
ing with even now.

THE WHITE HOUSE FESTIVAL OF
THE ARTS, AND THE NATIONAL
FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND
THE HUMANITIES ACT OF 1965

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, thanks to
the leadership and understanding of
President and Mrs. Lyndon B. Johnson,
June 14, 1965, was a day deeply signifi-
cant to our Nation’s cultural progress
and growth. On that day, the White
House festival of the arts was held. It
was a festival of unprecedented scope,
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and demonstrated not only the great va-
riety of our country’s artistic talent, but
also this administration’s desire to help
foster, in every appropriate way, excel-
lence in the arts.

The program was most comprehensive,
and gave fitting emphasis to the broad
spectrum of the arts: poetry, prose,
drama, dance, music—both instrumental
and vocal—painting, seulpture, photog-
raphy, and the arts of the motion pic-
tures.

Mrs. Johnson was a particularly gra-
cious hostess to the more than 400
guests; and in her opening remarks she
set the tone for this remarkable event
when she called it a day of feasting for
the eyes, ears, and minds of those who
participated.

As the President said in his address
of welcome to the artists assembled:

You seek out the common pleasures and
visions, terrors, and cruelties of man’s day
on this planet. You help dissolve the bar-
riers of hatred and ignorance which are the
source of so much pain and danger. In this
way you work toward peace which liberates
man to reach for the finest fulfillment of
his spirit,

Other great American Presidents have
spoken elogquent words in behalf of our
Nation’s artists; but this was an oceca-
sion of unusual depth and magnitude,
representing our past achievements in
the arts, as well as contemporary works
of importance.

As chairman of the Senate Special
Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities,
I pay special tribute to the President and
to Mrs. Johnson for so splendidly bring-
ing to the White House the wide diver-
sity of our creative talents; and I am
very happy to note that just 4 days be-
fore the festival, the Senate passed the
National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965.

This bill contains the President’s pro-
posals for the Foundation. As I have
said before, I believe the bill is the most
comprehensive of its kind ever to come
before Congress. Thus, the concepts of
the festival and those of the Foundation
are in close and meaningful harmony.
Both are, indeed, unique in the history of
our country.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the following bills, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate:

HR.237. An act to make certain provi-
slons In connection with the construction of
the Garrison diversion unit, Missourli River
Basin project, by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior; and

H.R. 485. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Auburn-Folsom south unit,
American River division, Central Valley pro)-
ect, California, under Federal reclamation
laws.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 3165) to authorize the
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establishment of the Pecos National
Monument in the State of New Mexico,
and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR
PLACED ON THE CALENDAR

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred or
placed on the calendar, as follows:

H.R.237. An act to make certain provi-
sions in connection with the construction of
the Garrison diversion unit, Missouri River
basin project, by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

H.R.485. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interlor to construct, operate, and
maintain the Auburn-Folsom south unit,
American River division, Central Valley proj-
ect, California, under Federal reclamation
laws; placed on the calendar,

EXCISE TAX REDUCTION ACT OF
1965—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit a report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8371) to
reduce excise taxes, and for other pur-
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL
in the chair). The report will be read
for the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have the honor to bring before
the Senate the conference report on H.R.
8371, the Excise Tax Reduction Act of
1965.

This is the bill that only the day be-
fore yesterday was passed by the Senate.
I think you can see from this that the
conferees acted with expedition. In fact
I might take time to point out that the
whole handling of this bill, I believe, sets
some kind of a record for quick action.
It was exactly 1 month ago today, on
May 17, that the President first sent to
Congress his recommendations for excise
tax reductions.

This is an indication of the speed with
which Congress can act on tax legisla-
tion when there is a need to do so. All
of us were aware of the fact that any
delay in action on our part might affect
the economy through the delay of pur-
chases of the taxed articles by consum-
ers. In my view, this demonstrates, and
demonstrates quite clearly, that when
there is general agreement in Congress
that a tax reduction is needed, this ac-
tion can be taken—in the regular legis-
lative manner in a very short period of
time.

The bill, as agreed to by the conferees,
does not depart to any appreciable ex-
tent from the bill as passed by the Sen-
ate the day before yesterday. This is
indicated by the fact that the bill as
initially passed by the Senate would, over
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a 4-year period, have reduced excise tax
collections by $4,658 million, The bill,
as agreed to by the conferees, is a reduc-
tion of $4,676 million which constitutes
a difference of only $18 million from the
bill passed by the Senate 2 days ago.

Actually, there are 108 numbered
amendments in this bill. However, most
of these are in the clarifying or con-
forming categories. In terms of sub-
stantive amendments, I count 29 amend-
ments. However, of these, eight repre-
sent minor technical amendments recom-
mended by the Treasury staff and our
own technical tax staff. Apart from
these, of the remaining 21, the conferees
for the House receded on 13, 3 with sig-
nificant amendments. The Senate con-
ferees receded on eight.

Of all of the amendments, I would
classify five as the most significant.

Two of these dealt with the manu-
facturers’ excise tax on automobiles. As
Senators will recall, the bill reduces this
tax to 7 percent this month and then to
6 percent on next January 1. On Jan-
uary 1, 1967, the Senate version of the
bill would reduce the tax to 5 percent
and then on the following two January
1’s, 1968 and 1969, there would be two
additional reductions of 2 percentage
points. Thus, the Senate would retain
a tax of 1 percent at all times. The
House would remove this tax entirely.
This 1 percentage point under the Sen-
ate version of the bill would be set aside
by the Senate bill in a special fund to
aid in the disposal of old and wrecked
automobiles.

In addition, 4 percentage points of the
reduction in the tax on passenger cars
was made contingent, in the Senate ver-
sion of the bill, by the Ribicoff amend-
ment, upon cars meeting the same safety
standards as are required by the Gen-
eral Services Administration with re-
spect to cars purchased by the Federal
Government.

The House conferees, although we
urged them earnestly to accept the
amendment relating to car safety, re-
fused to do so.

The conferees debated the amend-
ment for more than an hour. We did
not agree. We took a recess and then
debated it again. We proposed a com-
promise. However, the House was abso-
lutely adamant on this amendment.

They made it clear that in resisting
this amendment they were not opposing
these standards of car safety as such,
but rather objected to their being made a
condition to a tax reduction. They
seemed to believe that if action was
taken in this respect, it should be taken
directly by the House Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce and the
Senate Committee on Commerce., For
that reason we had accede to the House
in this regard.

With respect to the 1 percentage
point set aside for old and wrecked auto-
mobiles, the House agreed to retain this
1 percentage point of tax. They re-
fused, however, to earmark it in a fund
for the disposal of old and wrecked
automobiles. This, of course, does not
mean that this 1 percentage point—or,
for that matter, the other 4 points
not to be repealed until after 1967—can-

June 17, 1965

not be used to meet problems raised by
automobiles. This amount, for the pres-
ent, will remain in the general fund
revenue. This, of course, will not at
some future time foreclose the allocation
of this amount to the problems raised
by automobiles, whether for safety, for
the disposal of old cars, or other problems
related to automobiles.

It will be recalled that the Senate ver-
sion of the bill moved up the effective
date for the reductions which, under the
House bill, were scheduled for July 1,
1965. The Senate version of the bill pro-
vided that all of the retailers’ taxes which
are repealed, all of the manufacturers’
taxes scheduled for repeal or reduction
on July 1, and the playing card tax, in-
stead of being repealed on July 1, are to
be repealed on the day after the day the
bill is signed by the President. The
House agreed to this amendment and,
therefore, the effective dates of these re-
ductions will be the day after the bill is
signed. I believe it is clear that this bill
will be presented for signature to the
President within the next few days.

Mr. President, I am somewhat embar-
rassed by a report that appears in the
press. I am not certain whether the
reporter who reported the statement
heard it accurately. He said that the
Senator from Louisiana said that the
President would sign the bill on Friday.

As a practical matter, a suggestion had
been made by the executive branch that
the conferees should undertake to tell the
President when he should sign the bill.
The conferees unanimously agreed that
it was none of our business to tell the
President when he should sign the bill.
That is his privilege. [Laughter.] He
does not even have to sign it; he can veto
it if he wishes to do so. That is purely
a matter within his discretion. But
somehow the press misunderstood the
junior Senator from Louisiana. All I
said was that if the President wanted
to do so, he could sign the bill on Friday.
I hope that that will straighten out the
problem, because it has caused some mis-
understanding between the executive and
legislative branches of the Government.

I call the attention of the retail and
wholesale trades to the fact that these
reductions are about to occur and that
if they hope to obtain floor stock refunds
for their inventories on hand on the tax
elimination date, they must be prepared
to take these inventories as soon as the
President signs the bill.

That is perhaps the reason why the
President might delay signing the bill
for a few days, in order to give retailers
a chance to take inventory. It would be
fine with this Senator if the President
were to sign the bill on Friday so that
the tax cut would go into effect on Satur-
day. In that way, everyone selling cuff
links, cologne, men’s perfume, or tele-
vision sets could advertise, “Buy a televi-
sion set for daddy on Father's Day.”
[Laughter.]

It would seem: to me that would be a
fine way to do it and to stop the buyer’s
strike. However, that is up to the Presi-
dent. One way would favor the retailer
and the other way would favor the kids.
The President will make that decision.
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A fourth substantive amendment made
by the Senate related to the tax on Iubri-
cating oil. The Senate bill would have
restored the present tax law of 3 cents a
gallon on eutting oil and 6 cents a gallon
on other lubricating oil. The House bill
to which your conferees have agreed in
this area, would have eliminated all of
the tax on lubricating oil and cutting
oil—either by exemption or refund
procedure—except in the ease of lubri-
cating oil used in highway vehicles. The
3-cent-a-gallon tax on cutting oil un-
der the House bill is eliminated entirely.
The 6-cent tax on other lubricating oil
would under the House bill, apply gen-
erally, but refunds would be available for
nonhighway use. Additionally, the
House bill would allocate tax collected on
lubricating oil to the highway trust fund.

The House conferees felt quite strongly
that the $50 million a year from highway
use of lubricating oil should be allocated
to the highway trust fund. Your con-
ferees, after much discussion on this
point, finally agreed to the retention of
the tax on lubricating oil insofar as it
relates to highway use and for its alloca-
tion to the highway trust fund.

This Senator detected that there was
considerable sentiment in the House to
accept the amendment. It would have
taken the 1 percentage point retained by
the Douglas amendment and placed it in
the highway trust fund to guarantee
the completion of highways on schedule.
That would have been subject fo a point
of order by any Member of the House.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a
point of order would most certainly have
been raised if the 1 percent had been
placed in the highway trust fund by the
conferees.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That was
the point that was made. We had to
recognize the validity of it. We did not
do that. We saved that 1 percentage
point of tax for revenue purposes. Con-
gress can decide in the future how if
wants it to be used. The House is not
necessarily opposed to using this. They
believe that if it should be done, it ought
to be done by other committees, and not
by the Committee on Ways and Means or
by the Senate Committee on Finance.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the
Senator advise me whether the confer-
ence report contains an exemption to a
lottery?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. A Senate
amendment provided that a State-owned
sweepstake, which is related specifically
to the State-owned sweepstake in New
Hampshire, would not be subject to the
gaming tax.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, does the
Senator think it makes any difference
whether a State or an individual gam-
bles, or whether the State encourages in-
dividuals to gamble?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That was the
decision of the Senate. The Senate
voted on that.
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As the Senate conferees, it was our
duty to urge the House to accept it.

Parimutuels have always been ex-
empted from the tax on gambling, For
example, we have two horseracing tracks
in the New Orleans vicinity. One is in
the city itself and the other is in Jefferson
Parish., They are specifically exempt
from the tax on gambling.

Mr. MORSE. On the ground that
they are a necessity ?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I do not say
that they are a necessity, but they were
not regarded as being the kind of cor-
rupt operation that the Kefauver com-
mittee referred to when it recommended
this kind of legislation.

Mr. MORSE. Could it be on the
ground that they are a great educational
institution for improving the morals of
the young?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. They are
taxed under State laws. Louisiana gets
quite a bit of money from the race-
tracks. The city of New Orleans finds
it to be a very important item of revenue.

The same situation exists in Maryland.
There are three racetracks, as I recall.
There are two racetracks in West Vir-
ginia, to my knowledge. Those are not
taxed. Those are private operations.
They are not taxed by the Federal Gov-
ernment. They are all taxed, so far as
I know, by the State. They are taxed
rather heavily.

The money derived from the tax from
New Hampshire is used exclusively for
eduecation. Insofar as I know, a record
was made when the amendment was of-
fered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. McInTYRE] and his colleague
the senior Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. CorToN].

They made their case. I would urge
the Senator to look at the record. The
amendment was objected to by the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. LauvscrE]l and the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son]l. However, it was debated and was
agreed to on a voice vote.

The House felt that in view of the
fact that it was entirely a State-owned
operation, and that all of the revenue
went to education, without any indica-
tion that there is any improper use or
control of the operation, it would be all
right.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
Louisiana of course understands that
the Senator from Oregon is not reflect-
ing on the Senator from Louisiana.
However, I do mean to reflect on Con-
gress.

I think it is inescapable that we are
adding another exemption—from
another source of immorality in our
country—to taxes.

Does the Senator believe that if Con-
gress were fto legalize immoral houses,
some people would say that the income
from that source—because it would go
to the education of the young—would
Jjustify exempting them?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That would
be a better use for the money than the
use that some of it is being used for
now. [Laughter.]

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we are
dealing with a basic question of morals.
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I am at a complete loss to understand
why we give such an operation a tax
benefit.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand the argument of the
Senator. I am sure that some agree
with him.

I am glad to report that the fifth
substantive amendment made by the
Senate; namely, the repeal of the 10-
eent-per-pound tax on manufactured to-
bacco—that is, smoking and chewing
tobacco, and snuff—was agreed to by the
conferees of the other body. As a result,
this tax is repealed as of January 1,
1966. The chairman of the Senate
Committee on Finance, the distinguished
Senator from Virginia, was most effec-
tive in persuading the House to agree to
this amendment.

In the area of floor stock refunds, the
House accepted the two amendments in
the Senate bill providing for floor stock
refunds; namely, those applicable in the
case of playing cards and sporting goods.
However, the House conferees refused to
go along with the action taken by the
Senate in removing the floor stock re-
fund on auto parts and accessories. The
wholesalers and retailers in all three of
these industries apparently desire floor
stock refunds and, therefore, the con-
ferees have agreed to them.

Two other amendments made by the
Senate relate to the documentary stamp
taxes. First, we would have postponed
for 3 years the effective date of the
repeal of the tax on real estate convey-
ances. We believe that this was desir-
able because the States and local govern-,
ments depend upon these stamps on real
estate conveyances for assessment pur-
poses. Therefore, we were giving the
States and local governments an oppor-
tunity to impose these taxes if they so
desired. The House conferees agreed to
this amendment but provided a 2-year,
rather than a 3-year, postponement.
Thus, this tax will go off on January 1,
1968, rather than January 1, 1969.

The House conferees unfortunately re-
fused, and adamantly refused to accept
the second amendment relating to the
documentary stamp taxes. This amend-
ment would have advanced by 1 day—
to December 31, 1965—the date for the
repeal of the documentary stamp taxes
on securities.

Other amendments accepted by the
House conferees include the following:

First. The amendment relating to light
bulbs incorporated as parts in refrigera-
tors, ranges, radios, television sets, and
other taxed articles. The tax on these
items is removed this June, but the tax
on light bulbs remains until January 1,
1966. The Senate amendment prevented
the initiation of a new tax on the bulbs
incorporated in these appliances merely
for this 6-month interval. The House
agreed to this amendment.

Second. Another amendment, offered
by Senator DirkseN, on the floor, would
make the club dues tax inapplicable to
initiation fees incurred afier June 30 in
the case of new clubs going into opera-
tion after that date. This was necessary
to make it possible for new clubs to
operate in this period. The House agreed
to this amendment.
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Third. The House agreed fo all of the
amendments the Senate made with re-
spect to the tax on truck bodies and
truck parts. Itagreed that the so-called
camper coaches and bodies of mobile
homes should not be included in this
tax base. It agreed that truck bodies,
parts, and accessories primarily designed
for use in connection with the process-
ing, holding, or spreading of feed, seed,
or fertilizer in connection with a farm-
ing activity should not be subject to the
truck tax. It agreed to exclude from
this tax 3-wheeled motor vehicles
powered by a motor which does not ex-
ceed 18 brake horsepower if the chassis
does not weigh over 1,000 pounds. It
agreed to the matter with which Sena-
tor JAcksoN is concerned; namely, that
the sales price on which the truck tax
is based should not include the value of
used parts furnished by the customer for
incorporation in a truck to be used by
him. It agreed that the rebuilding of
auto parts is not to be considered as
manufacturing for purposes of the ex-
emption from tax on sales of new parts
inecorporated in the rebuilt parts. It was
agreed to exempt from tax schoolbuses
sold to private operators if the buses
are to be used only for school purposes,
except for incidental use by certain non-
profit organizations.

Fourth. The House agreed to the
amendment redefining uninterrupted in-
ternational air transportation in the
case of members of the Armed Forces
to exclude from tax for trips where
reaching the United States the service-
.men purchases a standby ticket for the
remaining portion of his trip within 6
hours and takes the first available ac-
commodation.

Fifth. The House conferees accepted
the amendment offered by the senior
Senator from Delaware exempting from
income tax nonprofit poultry growers ex-
changes, However, it limited this ex-
emption to past periods and left open
for study the application in the future.

Sixth. The House conferees accepted
the Senate amendment exempting from
seizure by the Internal Revenue Service
undelivered mail. It amended this pro-
vision, however, to make it inapplicable
after the mail has been delivered to the
addressee.

That was a point that was raised on
the floor by the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel. The House makes clear that
the possible abuses contemplated or sug-
gested by the Senator from Tennessee
would not occur.

Seventh. The House conferees ac-
cepted the Senate amendment exempt-
ing from the wagering tax those wagers
rlaced in State-run sweepstakes, pools,
and lotteries. This is the amendment
having particular application to New
Hampshire.

The House conferees were unwilling to
accept the amendment which provides
for refunds of taxes paid on gasoline
held by a dealer where the gasoline is
lost by leakage or spillage. They were
also unwilling to accept the amendment
which would impose the tax on tires at
the time of the delivery of the tires to
the retail outlet where the manufacturer
owns these outlets. These two amend-
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ments primarily were not adopted be-
cause of the belief that they required
more consideration than it was possible
to accord them at this time.

With regard to the particular amend-
ment relating to manufactured tires in
the hands of independent dealers, in my
judgment it was a very meritorious
amendment. The objection on the part
of the House managers was not that
they did not consider the amendment
meritorious. Their objection was that
they had sent a bill to the Senate several
times to that effect and the Senate had
not acted on it. Due to pride of author-
ship, Members of the House thought that
those who had labored so hard in the
vineyard should get some credit for it,
rather than put this provision in the bill
as a Senate amendment.

I hope we can have action on that
issue at this session. The Senator from
Illinois [Mr, DoucLas] was the sponsor
of the amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have
no pride of authorship, even though the
House apparently has. If the House will
send us the bill again, so it can take
credit for it, I will gladly support it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It was a
good piece of legislation, and should be
agreed to.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the only way to
get good legislation enacted is by the
House getting credit for it, I am in favor
of having the House get credit for it. If
this is the only way we can make prog-
;ﬁs.lamwﬂungtoconrormtothat.

e.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is a
most generous attitude and it is charac-
teristic of the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the House did
not include this provision which I spon-
sored in the excise tax bill. Therefore,
it must have been in the past when the
House did approve such legislation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. Mem-
bers of the House referred to past years.

I very much hope that the House will
send us & bill with this provision. Ihope
the Senator from Illinois will join the
author of the measure in the House so
that he may at least have the distinction
of being a coauthor of the measure. All
the House has to do is say “Yes,” and it
would be the law some time next week.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to
cooperate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iregretvery
much that the House would not accept
the amendment, but this is something
that should be done in this session of
Congress. It is a good amendment and
should be agreed to.

Incidentally, if the Senator from Illi-
nois should reintroduce the measure, he
should have our staff technicians study it
for him, because there are some technical
drafting problems involved in it.

An amendment offered to this bill
would have required the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers to report to the Congress
with respect to the economic effects of
the tax reductions or repeals made by
this bill. This report was to have been
made annually through July 1970,

The Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers has stated that the issue
of the extent to which the tax redue-

June 17, 1965

tions are passed onto the consumers—
referring to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELsoN]—is
an important question and essential to
the economic benefit of the excise tax
program. However, the Chairman indi-
cates that this amendment is not needed,
because some months ago in anticipation
of the possible reduction of excise taxes
the Council, the Treasury Department,
and the Bureau of Labor Statistics agreed
that it would be important to measure
the impact of excise tax reductions on
retail prices. As a result, they already
have underway a substantial study that
will measure—to the extent possible—the
effects of excise tax cuts on prices paid
by consumers. Chairman Ackley has as-
sured me that the results of this study
will be made public as they become avail-
able for the use of Congress and others
who may be interested. In view of this,
this last amendment was also deleted
from the bill.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. I am concerned about
the extent and the depth of the study
that will be made. Some time ago I
wrote a letter to the Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers. I was
conducting hearings on the impact of the
expenditure of Federal research and de-
velopment funds upon scientific and
technical manpower in this country. I
invited the Chairman to appear before
the committee to give us the benefit of
the Council's judgment on this matter.
i&nmong other things, he declined, say-

B

‘With our small staff and heavy burden of
special assignments from the President it
would be extremely difficult for us to comply
with your request.

There were 15 professionals working
there as of January 1965.

Mr. Ackley had delivered a speech as
of the time this matter was pending,
the day before we passed it.

I am concerned about this matter.
The amendment directed the Council of
Economic Advisers to make a study of
the impact and report back at least once
a year until 1970.

It gave a sum sufficient for the study.
It was a study that was requested by
Congress.

The executive branch has this respon-
sibility. The congressional branch has
its responsibility. I believe that we de-
fault in our responsibility if we do not
request that the study be made for us
and then, based on that study, conduct
extensive hearings each year to find out
whether we are satisfied with the study
which has been made and its validity,
to be sure we get an understanding of
what the impact of the tax reduction
has been. This reduction is not, as the
Senator knows, an income tax cut which
automatically goes to the taxpayer. 1
believe the Senator knows—and I appre-
ciate very much his endorsement of the
proposal yesterday, that I have no criti-
cism whatsoever of the distinguished
Senator in charge of the bill—that there
is nothing automatic about the trans-
ference of the $4,700 million tax cut to
the consumer,
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If all manufacturers and all retailers
do nothing, they will keep the $4,700 mil-
lion. They will keep a great deal of this,
despite the fact that the President has
stated that the objective of the proposal
is to reduce prices to the consumer and
to expand his purchasing power.

It seems to me that we have a signifi-
cant and fundamental responsibility to
assure that this big tax cut does go to
the consumer, and that we should not
rely upon the executive agencies. The
executive is one branch. We are an-
other. They have their responsibilities.
We have our responsibilities. It is un-
fortunate that we did not assume ours.

I ask the Senator from Louisiana,
What guarantees are there, so far as he
is concerned, that Congress will get the
study it desires, and that it will get the
complete study in depth, when Congress
does not direct it in any way?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
knows that I am not debating against his
amendment. I agreed to accept the
amendment. When there was opposi-
tion to it, I spoke in support of it. In
conference I supported the amendment.
We did not merely offer to surrender on
the Senator’s amendment. We did what
we could to retain it. Tke House con-
ferees contended—and they had the law
on their side—that the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers does not advise Congress.
It advises the President, and it does not
wish its capacity changed. It is said
that if anyone reported to us it should
be the President.

I said, “Fine. Let us strike out ‘Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers,’ and write in
‘President’.” It was said that that would
be subject to a point of order, and so
we said, “What can we do?” The Treas-
ury comes forward and says, “We have
a study going on, and the Council of
Economic Advisers has already agreed
that it will do its part of the study. Also,
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which
has the information in greater depth
than any of us, is working on the same
subject, and we are going to make the
study and give it to you during 1966.”

Then they go on to say that it is im-
possible, as late as 1970, to say what the
tax cut had to do with prices in 1970, be~
cause we cannot trace the effect that far
through. But, they say, “We can cer-
tainly trace it through 1966, and we will
give Congress that information in even
greater depth than the Nelson amend-
ment requires. Therefore, in 1966, we
will give Congress everything it is asking
for through the Treasury, the Council of
Economic Advisers, and the Bureau of
Labor Statistics.”

As the Senator knows, his amendment
made no authorization for appropria-
tions. It would have expected the avail-
able stafls to take care of it. I assume
the Council of Economic Advisers will do
the job.

Mr. NELSON. If I may interrupt, we
provided for a sufficient sum.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I correctly
recall, no additional money was appro-
priated, but the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics is where studies are made of all the
cost of living items—what a family pays
for everything, from bread to television.
Therefore, we have some assurances that
would cover a part of the problem.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

With regard to certain items, and par-
ticularly the big ones, we have firm as-
surances from the manufacturers that
they will do what is requested of them.
For example, we have letters from all
four of the major automobile companies
firmly promising that they will pass
these savings along to the consumer.
The Senator will find that in Appendix A
of the committee report. We have firm
assurance from those companies, and we

shall be making a study which will show '

whether they have kept their word or
not.

In addition, only this afternoon I
talked with a representative of the
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.
He pointed out that in Louisiana alone—
and I assume the same thing to be true
in Wisconsin—if not, I know that we
shall hear about it from the Senator
from Wisconsin—that the telephone peo-
ple feel that the tax reduction will mean
a saving of $17 for the average telephone
customer in the State of Louisiana. I
presume about the same will be true in
the State of Wisconsin. The telephone
company is already preparing its pub-
lications to advertise and tell the people
about the tax cut, and to express their
gratitude to Congress on behalf of both
the company and the user for the tax
reduction voted by Congress.

Those are regulated companies, as the
Senator from Wisconsin well knows. It
is the duty of the State commissions and
also of the Federal Communications
Commission to see to it that the tax
reductions are passed on to the consumer.

Let me say to the Senator that if he
has difficulty attaining that objective,
so far as I am concerned, he can be as-
sured of my complete cooperation in as-
suring that the tax reductions on tele-
phones will be passed along to the con-
sumer.

Mr. NELSON. If I may interrupt
again, let me say that I know the Sen-
ator from Louisiana has been the most
vigorous spokesman, so far as I know,
in the Congress on behalf of the con-
sumer’s rights respecting utilities. When
the Senator states that these are regula-
tory agencies respecting prices which are
to be paid by the consumer, I believe that
the Senator knows better than anyone
else that, without giving the figures, there
are an astonishing number of regulatory
agencies in this country in the back
pockets of the utilities whom they are
regulating. I would not wish to name
the number, but it is incredible.

In Wisconsin, every time we get a con-
servative, such as the great and distin-
guished David Lilienthal, the consumer
is protected. Then comes 20 years of Re-
publican rule in the State and the con-
sumer has no protection. I had the op-
portunity, as Governor, to make some ap-
pointments which got some protection
back to the consumer. I believe that we
have done better in Wisconsin than in
most of the other States of the Union—
perhaps better than any. But to leave
this up to the public utility commissions
in the States to protect the consumer’s
interests is preposterous.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would be
willing to wager, as one who sometimes
bets on the outcome of elections, and one
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who sometimes bets on horses at the
racetrack or parimutuel, from time to
time—I am sort of behind this year, I
went to the Preakness, to my regret—
that the users of telephones in Wisconsin
will receive the benefit of the tax cut, if
for no other reason than that they have
a vigorous and active Senator who will
not be quiet if they fail to get the bene-
fits.

Mr. NELSON. I am also interested in
the 49 other States being protected.
However, my point really is that it seems
to me Congress has defaulted in its re-
sponsibility because of its failure to di-
rect that a report be made to it and that
hearings then be conducted on that
report.

The executive branch might well be
concerned about giving a detailed report
on all the money that will be given back
to the consumer. I notice that the law
provides that any report given to Con-
gress will go to the committee.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It will be
available to Congress. We shall get a
report next year. Two committees can
conduct hearings to see to it that a desir-
able result is had. One of the commit-
tees is the Joint Economic Committee,
which is headed by the distinguished
Representative from Texas, WRIGHT PaT-
MAN. No one has ever accused him of
being a stooge of the vested interests. He
is ably seconded on that committee by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovgras].

If the Senator from Wisconsin is not
satisfled with that, we will investigate
it in the Monopoly Subcommittee of the
Committee on Small Business, of which
the Senator from Wisconsin is a member.

We will see to it, if he has any dif-
ficulty about it that he will be completely
satisfied.

Mr. NELSON. If the Joint Economic
Committee which is graced by Represent~
ative WriecHT PaTMAN and the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dovcras], has ade-
quate funds for conducting hearings, 1
shall have complete confidence that we
shall get a good report.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I have been listening
to the report of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana. I want to com-
mend him for his masterful job of man-
aging this measure. I want it under-
stood that the remarks I am about to
make in no way cast any aspersion or
any implication of a negative nature
upon the Senator from Louisiana or on
any of the other Senate conferees.

I am deeply disturbed by the rejec-
tion of the safe car amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sen-
ator will permit me to interrupt him, I
was greatly disturbed by the rejection of
that amendment. It was my great dis-
appointment. I was deeply disap-
pointed that we could not persuade the
House conferees to agree to this major
amendment offered by the Senator from
Connecticut.

The Senator is a very effective and
valued Member both of the Committee
on Finance and the Senate as a whole.
In my judgment, the amendment was
one of the best amendments in the bill
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that was passed by the Senate. I was
very much disappointed by the fact that
we were not able to persuade more than
one House conferee to agree with us.

The next time, when a major amend-
ment like this is offered by the Senator
from Connecticut, I should like to have
the Senator from Connecticut made a
member of the conference committee,
even if it means that I would not be a
member of it. He could take my seat.
I was extremely disappointed that we
could not retain the amendment. It
was 8 very fine amendment.

Mr., RIBICOFF. The Recorp should
show that in the Committee on Finance
the Senator from Louisiana, our chair-
man, the Senator from Virginia, and the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiamsl],
all voted for the amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Probably
the most significant amendment in the
bill was another amendment also offered
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Rieicorr] to move up the effective date
of the bill. As a result, the people of
this Nation will get this refund, this tax
break, at least 10 days sooner that they
would have received it under the bill be-
fore the amendment of the Senator was
added. It will help small business in
this country. We are glad that we were
able to persuade the House conferees to
agree to the amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I appreciate the
compliment. However, with regard to
the two amendments, I would have
gladly changed the situation so that we
could have kept the safe car amend-
ment. The effective date amendment
saves money. The safe car amendment
would have saved lives. The rejection
of the safe car amendment is more than
unfortunate—it is tragie.

It is unfortunate because we have
missed a real opportunity to pass on to
the American people not only savings in
terms of dollars and cents, but in terms
of life and health as well.

It is tragic when we consider that one
in five Americans will be killed or injured
in traffic accidents during the next dec-
ade unless we act, and instead of acting
we have substituted pious statements and
meaningless pledges about *“continued
efforts to bring added safety to the high-
ways through the development of steadily
improved passenger cars and through
other techniques as well.”

Those are the words of the auto mak-
ers’ group which has successfully lobbied
to drop mnine-tenths of the auto excise
tax

I reject this meaningless and oft-
stated promise of the automakers, who
have never given the American people
the safe car they deserve. I reject the
pious explanation of those who state
they agree with the “objectives” of the
safe car amendment but who feel the
safety campaign should not be “hitched”
to revenue legislation.

What would they hitch it to? The
good intentions of the automakers who
have ignored simple safety devices for
the cars of today while trumpeting their
meager research efforts on the car of
tomorrow? What would they hitch it
to? Legislation to force Detroit to
safety? Legislation that has been be-
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fore Congress for at least the past 6
years and no doubt many years before
that?

‘Who are we kidding but ourselves with
these good intention statements?

Let us face it. There is only one road
to traffic safety. And that is to get
tough. I learned as Governor of Con-
necticut that the “get tough” policy was
the only language the driver under-
stands. We got tough with the speeder,
the drunk, the incompetent—and Con-
necticut’s hichway death rate fell to the
lowest in the Nation.

That same get-tough policy applies to
the automakers as well as the driver.
From long experience I know that no
voluntary program will ever work. As
chairman of the Governor’'s Conference
on Traffic Safety, we reached an agree-
ment with Detroit regarding the empha-
sis on speed and horsepower in their ad-
vertising. That was in the late fifties.
The agreement was breached in 1961-62.
There is no way of maintaining a volun-
tary safety program with this industry.
And tragically enough the current in-
crease in the rate of hichway deaths fol-
lowing a steady decline through the late
fifties and early sixties corresponds ex-
actly to the year the agreement was
broken. At the current rate of increase
highway deaths will total 100,000 in the
year 1975. And yet today’s advertising
of cars blares louder than ever about
speed and horsepower and “tigers” in
the tank and behind the wheel.

To those concerned about the proprie-
ties of tying car safety to the excise tax
bill, I suggest they take a close look at
highway death since 1960. In that year,
38,137 Americans lost their lives. In
1961, there was an actual decrease to
38,091. We were holding our own. Then
the speed and horsepower agreement was
ended. And the death rate soared to
40,804 in 1962, climbed to 43,564 in 1963
and has reached the fantastic figsure of
48,000 in 1964.

To those who swallow Detroit’s pious
promises about voluntary action while
their advertisements appeal to the very
worst in the driver's human nature, let
me cite a case reported by the automo-
tive crash injury research program at
Cornell University:

A mother was driving with her infant
daughter lying in the front seat. She glanced
down to check the infant, and her car left
the roadway; the human factor in the accl-
dent equation falled; and the first chance to
prevent the accldent was lost. The car con-
tinued a few feef, approached an abutment
close to the road and unprotected by a sulit-
able guardrail; and the road factor in the
accident equation falled; and the second
chance was lost. The last inch wa- traversed,
the mother and child were thrown forward,
the child struck the center panel area with
her head, fell to the floor and died. Thus
the vehicle factor in the accident equation
:ai.‘ied, and the third chance for survival was
ost.

Mr. President, I have maintained
throughout this fight that the vehicle is
only one factor. I do not place all the
blame on the automakers. We need bet-
ter drivers. We need better roads. But
the traffic situation is such that acci-
dents are unavoidable, often, and, in fact,
inevitable. Therefore, the vehicle must
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be made on the assumption that the driv-
er equation and the road equation might
fail. In the case cited, a padded instru-
ment panel could have been the differ-
ence between a headache and death. One
of the safety standards provided in the
safe car amendment was a padded dash.

So to those who await voluntary action
from Detroit—to those who suggest more
time and study—to those who put cost
above all else—remember that the but-
tons, knobs, lines, and styles of today's
cars will regularly be subjected to the
test of being struck by an infant’s head.

We have lost a battle, Mr. President,
but the war against the carnage
place on our roads and highways will
continue. It is tragic that this oppor-
tunity has gone by the boards, but in spite
of the action of the conferees we must
continue our crusade to save the lives
and health of the American people. As
long as I am in the Senate, I shall con-
tirue this crusade and let the chips fall
where they may.

I announce now for the attention of
the Senate and other interested parties
that I will resume hearings before my
Subcommittee on Executive Reorganiza-
tion studying the Federal role in traffic
safety beginning July 13. I am today ex-
tending invitations to the presidents of
General Motors, Ford, Chrysler, and
American Motors to attend these hear-
ings and explain what they have done,
are now doing and plan for the future re-
garding automotive safety. I expect
them to tell me not about the driver and
his habits; not about the roads and their
inadequacies; but about their product
and what consideration they give in
making it to the lives and property of
the driver and his passengers. Let us
bring the traffic safety problem out in
the open. Let us face the fact that we
have killed here at home 400 times more
people in the past 4 years than we have
lost in combat in southeast Asia in the
same period. Let us start giving auto-
mobile safety to the American people.
They have suffered enough from pious
excuses—from broken pledges.

Mr. President, one of the great
shames of modern society and industry is
the failure of the automobile industry to
put well-known, well-tested, and well-ac-
cepted safety standards into automobiles
as standard equipment.

The fight is only started. It will be a
sad day that the automobile industry
fought the measure and prevented the
House conferees from putting the provi-
sion into effect, because it could have
rendered itself and America a great serv-
ice. I know there are others, such as
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NeLson] and the distinguished
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucras] who
feel that way about it and who have
fought this firht. We shall stay with the
fight until the automobile manufacturers
build a safe car for the people of America.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, everything the Senator has said is
echoed in the heart of the Senator from
Louisiana. He is as right as he can be
on the question. In fairnessto the House
conferees, the attitude taken by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the conferees
and by the majority of the House con-
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ferees, all save one—even though, I am
happy to say, the Senate conferees voted
and fought for the Senate position—was
that they did not believe we should be
starting new Federal programs as a con-
dition of tax policy.

That position, of course, is very much
contrary to the attitude taken by the
Senator from Connecticut on a number
of questions. I do not agree with it, but
I must respect the House conferees’ right
to maintain and to insist upon their posi-
tion. They have been consistent in that.

Their attitude was that the merits of
the proposal should be studied by the
Committees on Commerce of the House
and Senate, and that those committees
had the power to require that the safety
devices be installed on automobiles, and
that that would be the appropriate way
to go about it.

In other words, they stress very heavily
the jurisdictional aspect. But we did not
give up easily on the question. The
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut was the first major amendment
that the conferees considered. We
debated it for awhile and found our-
selves in disagreement. We then passed
over it. When we had decided on virtu-
ally everything else in the bill, we came
back to that amendment. We disagreed
again and we disagreed again. The Sen-
ate conferees—both the minority mem-
bers of the conference who were repre-
senting the Republican side of the aisle
and the Democratic members—were
unanimous on every vote. We voted on
the issue several times before we finally
suggested a compromise, which the Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. RisicorF] had
suggested to the Senator from Louisiana.
He thought that it might be a possible
compromise. We tried to get that. We
could not get it. Eventually we found
ourselves with no choice. We would
either have had a deadlocked conference
or we would have to yield on that amend-
ment.

The Senator has a good amendment.
His cause is completely correct. So far
as I am concerned, I say to the Senator,
“Bring your amendment up again and
we will vote for it again, because it is
right.”

Mr. RIBICOFF. Committees in the
House have had this measure before
them for over 6 years and they have done
nothing.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is not to be
blamed for that.

Mr, RIBICOFF. But I point out that
nothing has been done on a subject so
vital that it affects the lives of all of us.
In the next decade 1 out of every 5
Americans will be killed or maimed in
automobile accidents.

So far as precedent is concerned,
I point out that there is a clear parallel
to the safe-car amendment in section
4854 of the Internal Revenue Code, which
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture
to promulgate cotton standards and cot-
ton futures in order to be exempt from
the excise tax and, amongst other things,
set the standard of cotton to be delivered;
and that standard must conform to the
Department of Agriculture Standards.
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The Ribicoff amendment would do
exactly the same thing; we were trying
to achieve the same result.

Time and time again conditions have
been placed in tax measures.

I should also like to say, in not giving
up, that the same argument against the
Ribicoff amendment was asserted in the
Finance Committee. The Senator who
came to my defense in saying that the
Finance Committee was a proper place
to consider the amendment was the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Louisi-
ana, who said he thought it was proper to
formulate and legislate national policy in
a tax bill because there was a question of
divided jurisdiction.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree
completely with the argument of the
Senator from Connecticut. His amend-
ment was in order at the time he offered
it in the committee. It was supported in
the committee. I forget the vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Ten to seven.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Itwasa
comfortable majority. I was proud to be
one of those supporting it. As the Sena-
tor from Louisiana has pointed out, in
the conference the conferees were
unanimous up to the very end in sup-
port of the amendment. It was only at
the last when, around 7 o'clock at
night——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We had been
there for 4 hours.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We were
confronted with a deadline on this im-
portant bill. We would then deadlock
the conference on that particular point.
It was with great reluctance that the
Senate conferees yielded. There was no
break. While I recall that some of the
conferees voted against the amendment
in the committee, in the conference, as
the Senator from Louisiana knows, all
conferees on the part of the Senate were
solidly on our side throughout in sup-
port of the amendment of the Senator
from Connecticut and also the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois,

I did not support the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas]
in the committee, but we did save more
of the amendment of the Senator from
Illinois in the conference than we did of
the Ribicoff amendment. It was one of
those things that came out. But we were
supporting both those amendments, be-
cause when we went to the conference
as conferees, we tried to discharge our
responsibilities as conferees in support
of the position of the Senate.

I have never worked with a conference
committee that was more united in sup-
porting the position of the Senate than
we were that day. With the exception
of these two very important amend-
ments, we came away with most of the
amendments that the Senate had
adopted. These were the two major
amendments. We recognized that.

If the Senator wishes to bring up the
question again, I shall be glad to continue
my support of his proposal, because I

Mr.
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think it is one to which the Senate should
direct its attention.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am very grateful.
I do not know of any other Senators
whose support I would rather have than
that of the Senator from Delaware and
the Senator from Louisiana. One of the
great privileges of being in the U.S. Sen-
ate is to serve on the Finance Committee
with members, both Democratic and Re-
publican, of that committee. I do not
know a more considerate, or more
thoughtful committee, where the mem-
bers respect one another, than the Sen-
ate Finance Committee. Not only from
what the two Senators have told me but
from reports I have received from staff
and Members of the House, I know no
group of conferees could have fought
harder for the amendment than did the
two Senators who are now on the floor
addressing themselves to the problem. I
thank both of them for the fight that
they made for the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The Senator from Louisiana has the
floor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. HART obtained the floor.

Mr, HART. Mr. President, I have
listened attentively to the comments
voiced by the Senator from Connecticut.
I thought back to the day before yester-
day, the day we acted on the excise tax
bill. At that time I rose on the floor of
the Senate in opposition to the amend-
ment that was then offered by the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. LavscHe]l. That
amendment would have retained 5 of
the 10 points of the auto excise tax. I
am glad that the Senate rejected the
amendment. I argued that it would de-
{:ei.l'b the basic economic purpose of the

ill.

I commend the conferees on their over-
all success, but I regret that there is re-
tained the 1 point now to be earmarked
for general revenue purposes. I share
fully the concern of all of us that we
have safe automobiles, safe cigarettes,
and properly labeled consumer goods.
But in my book the tax bill is no place
for any of that. Substantive legislation
is out of place in this exeise tax reduc-
tion bill,

Mr. Presi-

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HART. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am sure

that the Senator does not take issue with
the conferees. It was our purpose to
support the position of the Senate in
relation to the Senate amendments.
Mr. HART. Indeed, I do not. I hope
I have made clear—and I shall make
clear again—that I am voicing my own
position and reasons behind it. The
Committee on Commerce is now consid-
ering one of the standards of safety
about which I understand the General
Services Administration will make its
own conclusion. That relates to the
question of standards for safe automobile
tires. If anyone thinks that there.is an
easy answer to that question, he ought
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to spend a few hours with us in the com-
mittee hearing testimony on that sub-
ject. Shift from the problem of stand-
ards for tires to standards for entire cars,
the problem is enlarged many times.

These are substantive items. I hope
that to the extent that Federal safety
legislation is in order and desirable, it
will go onto the books in a hurry. But
this is a revenue measure and the record
made in the consideration of it by the
Senate and the House committees with
respect to safety was rather sketchy.
My impression is that there was no testi-
mony.

Lastly, I suggest that the action of the
House ought not to be concluded to be
the result of the Detroit lobby which,
incidentally, does not make the tiger
that goes into the tank. The action in
eliminating the auto excise tax, for the
reasons I described in my speech against
the Lausche amendment, was proper and
sound.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Michigan
yield?

Mr. HART. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We in
Louisiana make quite a bit of the tiger
that goes into the tanks. The price of a
gallon of gasoline at the plant gate today
is the same as it was in 1926. But that
gallon has three times the power it had
in 1926. It is one of the few products
as to which the increased price is the
result only of the increased Federal tax.
The automation and efficiency of the
petroleum industry have given the con-
sumer three times as good a product,
three times as efficient a product for the
same price he was paying in 1926, al-
most 40 years ago.

Since the Senator from Michigan
raised the gquestion about a tiger in the
tank, I thought he would want to know
that the tiger is not costing a bit more;
in fact, it would cost less if it were not
for the high taxes imposed by the State
and Federal Governments on the
product.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. HART. 1 yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. You ask whether
these devices have been tried and tested.
I have before me the GSA standards for
safety devices on automobiles purchased
by the Federal Government. These
standards will go into effect on June 30,
on all automobiles purchased by the Fed-
eral Government. That covers about
60,000 cars. These regulations and
standards were developed in conjunction
with the automobile industry. So it is
not a guestion of dealing with something
ephemeral. We are dealing with some
items that already are optional equip-
ment for present-day autos.

Congress had a great opportunity to
require the installation in all automo-
biles, as standard equipment, the safety
standards that the General Services Ad-
ministration has worked out with the
automobile industry, and which they say
are essential. So it is not a question of
talking about standards about which we
do not know anything. We are talking
about standards that have been tested.
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There was a great opportunity to make
cars safer since we were going beyond
the tax cut the President had advocated.
Suddenly there was an opportunity to
utilize 4 points of the auto execise tax
for safety and 1 point, as suggested by
the distinguished Senator from Illinois,
to take care of the great problem of
wrecked and abandoned cars. We could
use the extra 5 points over what the
musef dent has suggested to do something

ul.

Since these problems are generated
by automobiles, what better way to help
solve them than to take the extra 5
points and do something for the Ameri-
can people?

Mr. HART. I cannot agree that what
Congress is about to do is to give the
automobile industry nine-tenths. It
gives it to the consumer of this country.
I am no less anxious than any other
Senator to make certain that automobiles
are made safe. I do not know whether
tires were included.

Mr, RIBICOFF. Tires were included.

Mr. HART. Why is it that we are
spending time in the Committee on
Commerce trying to resolve that very
tough question? There is a jurisdic-
tional question, just as clear as crystal.
To suggest that those who opposed the
Ribicoff amendment were reacting to the
Detroit lobby is perhaps unfair. I be-
lieve it is prudent to suggest that per-
haps the problem is not so simple as
the Senator from Connecticut suggests
and that a substantive question is in-
volved. Perhaps the record of the Com-
mittee on Finance on safety standards
is not so complete as it might be. I think
that merely their self interest would sug-
gest that the American automobile
manufacturers are as much concerned
about safety as is anyone else.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I have great respect
for the Senator from Michigan. I
understand that Michigan is the State
where most automobiles are made. It
is said that the automobile industry
should be concerned about safety. I say
there is no more selfish industry in
America than the automobile industry
when it comes to safety. They have been
callous; they have been indifferent. I
have been living with this problem for
10 years, trying to make the automobile
industry think of safety. The industry
installed seat belts in cars only when
they were forced to; they installed ex-
haust devices only when they were forced
to; they installed safety devices only
when Congress and State governments
got tough. On a voluntary basis, the
automobile industry will not install
safety features. That is the great
problem.

When the distinguished Senator from
Michigan speaks about prudence, what
could be more prudent than protecting
the lives of the people of the country?

On the front page of almost every
newspaper there is a story of tragedy re-
sulting from automobile accidents. Day
in and day out, people are being slaugh-
tered on the highways at the rate of
48,000 a year. More people have been
killed on the highways than have been
killed in all the wars that the United
States has fought since its inception.
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Four hundred times more people have
been killed on our highways in the last 4
years than in military personnel lost in
Vietnam in that time. Basically what
we are trying to do is to save lives.

Congress votes billions of dollars for
research to improve the Nation's health.
Billions of dollars have been spent for
research at NIH.

But can the Senator from Michigan
imagine billions being spent to prevent
the killing of 48,000 people by automo-
biles? This is something that Congress
should be concerned about. It is one of
our great national tragedies. We had a
great opportunity to do something about
the condition, and one of the tragedies
of the bill is that we have not done it.

We are shocked by airplane crashes.
We just finished a long discussion about
the Federal Aviation Administration.
When an airplane crashes, immediately
the aviation authorities go to the scene
of the crash. They reconstruct the plane.
They look for every screw and bolt in an
effort to determine what caused the
crash. When a jet plane crashes, im-
mediately it is headline news across the
world. Yet it would take 500 jetplane
crashes a year to equal the number of
people killed annually in automobile ac-
cidents.

It is to the discredit of the automobile
industry that it was not fighting for this
amendment, when it had an opportunity
to do something in a time of great need.
The monkey is on the back of the Detroit
automobile industry, and it will stay
there until it installs safety features in
the automobiles in which we ride.

Mr. HART. Nothing that the Sena-
tor from Michigan said suggested that
it was imprudent to seek to develop safe
cars. I explicitly said that prudence
could be described as characterizing
those who supported the Ribicoff amend-
ment. I said that it would be unfair to
suggest that imprudence attached to
those who felt that safety standards was
substantive legislation, and that there is
not a record made on which toact. Iam
suggesting that neither side should as-
sume that divine guidance has turned up
here tonight to tell us whether this tax
method was, in the long run, the best way
to achieve the objectives all of us seek—
safe cars. I believe the auto excise
tax should be removed; I believe this tax
bill as now before us would be even better
if the last tenth had been removed.
But removal of the nine-tenths is a great
and progressive contribution to the eco-
nomie strength, not just of Detroit but
of the Nation’s. Let us proceed to legis-
late safety in orderly fashion, not by
amendment to a tax bill.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
route we take in this bill to curb the
disastrous carnage on our highways is
not new or unique. White phosphorous
matches under present law are taxed
more heavily than safety matches. In-
deed, this very bill will remove the tax
from safety matches altogether, and
leave untouched the tax on unsafe phos-
phorous matches.

As the Supreme Court said in United
States v. Sanchez, 340 U.S. 42 (1950) :

It is beyond serious question that a tax
does not cease to be valld merely because it
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regulates, discourages or even deflnitely de-
ters the activities taxed * * * The principle
applies even though the revenue obtained is
obviously mnegligible * * * or the revenue
purpose of the tax may be secondary.

Mr. President, Congress has been hold-
ing hearings since 1959 on this subject.
The standards promulgated by the GSA
are established in accordance with Pub-
lic Law 88-515, of August 30, 1964. We
were seeking to achieve the same stand-
ards that the GSA are authorized to
place into effect for the automobiles
bought by the Federal Government.

If it is a matter of prudent public
policy that a Federal employee must
drive a safe car, it is my contention that
every American is entitled to drive a safe
car.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the Senator from Louisiana
ceded the floor. I know that the hour is
late. However, there are a few ques-
tions that I should like to ask the Sen-
ator from Connecticut. The first is a
substantive question.

Can the Senator from Connecticut in-
form us about the amounts of money
which the automobile industry spends
on safety research and safety promotion
so far as cars are concerned, and the
amounts of money which they spend on
advertising?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Ihave a communica-
tion from the National Safety Council
dated March 16, 1965. This communi-
cation indicates that $11 million is spent
annually by the motor vehicle industry
and other private agencies on safety re-
search. In 1963 the auto makers spent
$247,898,216 on advertising, or $34.60 a
car. This is the difference that is in-
volved—$34 per car for advertising, and
a few pennies for safety research. This
amounts to 22 times more for advertising
than for safety. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point the letter referred to.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

NATTIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL,
Chicago, Ill., March 16, 1965.

Gov. Howarp PYLE,

Chairman, Advisory Council to the Presi-
dent’'s Committee for Traffic Safety,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Governor PYLE: In response to your
letter of January 27, our research report
committee, which you appointed to assist in
planning for preparation of the report the
President's Committee will make to the
President, met in Washington, D.C,, on Feb-
ruary 18 and 19. It was our undm-stnndj.ng
that the responsibility of this Committee was
“to recommend & r.'.omplete plan leadmg toa
finished report in as short a time as possi-
ble,” in response to the President’s request to
“report back to me as to the current status
of trafiic safety research (in medicine, law,
engineering, psychology, public information,
etc.) and what should be done to stimulate
broader activity.”

In gross figures the committee 1s aware that
the amount spent by public agencies on
trafic safety research will aggrezate about
$6.56 million this year. Another $11 million is
spent annually by the motor vehicle indus-
try and other private agencies on safety
research. This is less than two-tenths of 1
percent of the $13 billlon spent in 1064 by
all levels of government on highway and
street construction and maintenance, and a
miniscule fraction of approximately $100 bil-
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lion spent on highway transportation last
year out of a total gross national product of
$525 billion.

In view of these facts and because any
well-considered plan for stepping up this
effort requires first a knowledge of the cur-
rent state of traflic safety research, the Com-
mittee recommends that an in-depth study
o- the current status and potential of traffic
safety research be undertaken by an ap-
propriate body such as the National Academy
of Sclences. With the counsel of a llaison
group under the aegls of the President's
Cominittee for Traffic Safety. the intent of
the study would be to develop a compre-
hensive framework for future traffic safety
research.

The Committee further recommends that
upon completion of the in-depth study on
current status, a series of research workshop
conferences be held to evolve within the
framework provided in the report, a needed
program of accldent-prevention research.

The Committee wishes to draw attention
to the enclosures. Enclosures A and B indi-
cate a suggested approach for an in-depth
study and followup activities. Enclosures C
and D refer to the possibility for immediate
action based on generally recognized needs.

The present Committee has welcomed this
opportunity to assist in responding to the
President’s request. The source and timing
of the request dictate bold, far-reaching pro-
posals which could make 1865 a landmark
year. Traffic safety research is an essential
element of an effective action program di-
rected toward increasing the saftey, con-
venience, and economy of the tion
of persons and goods on our highways and
streets.

Respectfully submitted.
MurraY BLUMENTHAL., Ph. D.,
Chairman,
J. Ar. HEAD,

PavL V. JorreT, MD,,
D. GranNT MICKLE,
Ross A. McFarLanD, Ph. D,
8. A. ABERCROMBIE,
Secretary.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do we not have sev-
eral years before the tax on automobiles
will be reduced below 3 percent?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes. I believe that
we have until January 1, 1968.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would this not give
Congress the time in which to consider
means of retaining more than the 1-per-
cent tax for the purpose of getting rid of
the junk yards? Would this period of
time not enable us to pass legislation for
auto safety such as the Senate just
passed in the excise tax bill?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Ido not believe there
is any question about that. We have
about 3 years to place it in effect.

In all due respect to the distinguished
Committees on Commerce—and they are
distinguished, both in the House and in
the Senate—they could pass substantive
legislation and make provision, in con-
junction with the Committee on Finance,
to retain at least 2 years of the 4 percent
to be used for this purpose.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Connecticut implies that although he
may be beaten this year, he will return
to the fray.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I have been beaten
before, and I have come back to the fray.
I am not going to quit on an issue that
is as important as this is. This is a fight
that we will continue. I appreciate the
help and support of the distinguished
Senator from Illinois.

My prediction is that, through public
opinion and by congressional action, the
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automobile manufacturers will realize
that they have a duty to the people of
the country to put these safety features
in automobiles.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Connecticut no doubt re-
calls the old Scottish folk song of the
Scotchman who was beaten in battle and
said: “I will lie me down and bleed awhile
and rise and fight again.”

The Senator is going to bleed for a
while, and then rise and fight again.

Mr. RIBICOFF. We shall start fight-
ing again on July 13, 1965.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does
the Senator have any further remarks
to make about the demise of the safe car
amendment?

Mr. RIBICOFF. I do not have any
further remarks to make.

I yield the floor. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for his in‘erest.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I shall
i): t:ery brief, because I know the hour is

In regard to the question of commit-
tee jurisdiction and whether it is appro-
priate to have a social purpose attached
to tax legislation, apparently Congress
thought it was proper to encourage gam-
bling, because the tax was taken off the
sweepstakes. Congress thought it was
proper to encourage chewing tobacco,
because the tax was taken off chewing
tobacco. Congress thought that it was
proper fto encourage the playing of
cards, because the tax was taken off
playing cards.

I do not quarrel with the removal of
these taxes. However, I do believe that
the argument is being made that it is
proper to encourage the consumption
and use of these articles, but that it is
not proper to discourage death on the
highways, and that it s not proper to try
to dispose of wornout automobiles.
There seems to me to be a fundamental
inconsistency in these attitudes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I hope that the Senator will be
charitable to those of us who repre-
sented the Senate. It was our obligation
to persuade the House to take every
amendment, including the amendment of
the Senator from New Hampshire and
the amendment of the Senator from
Illinois.

We did our best to try to prevail on
all of them.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Louisiana fought like a
tiger to retain those amendments. It
was a very welcome change from the
practice which was followed on occa-
sion in past years when, as the Senator
from Louisiana once said, Senate pro-
visions would be given up before the
rotunda was crossed by the conferees.

The Senator from Louisiana has in-
troduced many admirable reforms. One
reform which he has stanchly supported
is to fight for the amendments agreed
to by the Senate.

The Senator from Louisiana conducted
the leadership of the bill, on both the
floor and in the committee, with great
courage and integrity.

However, now I am responding to the
question of whether it would be proper
to use the taxing power to encourage
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safety or to remove the wornout bodies
of automobiles from the public lands.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe that
one of my most frustrating moments
was when I made the statement, which
is subject to challenge, that as far as
my amendment to a particular measure
was concerned, the conferees threw it in
the trash can before they ever reached
the House side of the Capitol.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect. I was reminding the Senator of
the criticisms of conference actions in
the past. We think those are the gone
and forgotten days now that the Senator
from Louisiana is the No. 2 man on the
committee and sits with the Sanhedrin
on the joint committee and the con-
ferees, consisting of the three leading
Democrats and the two leading Repub-
licans whose gracious presence we see
on the other side of the aisle.

There is another story on the question
of committee jurisdiction that I should
like to touch on now.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the compliments that
the Senator has paid the conferees. I
concur in the statements made regard-
ing the leader of the conference.

We supported the amendment. We
regret that we could not do better than
we did. I remind the Senator that the
senior Senator from Kansas had an
amendment that was refused, also. I
thought it was a very meritorious
amendment. By this amendment we
tried to get a little refund for a man who
had lost his gasoline but had paid the
Federal gas tax on it. They refused the
amendment. I lost the amendment, even
with the able assistance and leadership
of the Senator from Louisiana and
others.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I did
not mean to imply, either by direct state-
ment or inference, that the conferees
favored their own position.

I blame the House for this matter, not
the conferees. This is the only way
which we have to talk to the House,
through the medium of the CoONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

What I am trying to say is that the
argument of the House, which I am
sorry to say was raised again by my good
friend from Michigan—that social aims
have no place in taxation—is, I think,
completely wrong.

It so happens that the bill which I
introduced for the disposal of automo-
biles and the withholding of a portion of
the excise tax to finance the sal
was presented to the Senate, and the
eminent Parliamentarian referred it to
the Committee on Finance. He thought
it appropriate to send to the Committee
on Finance. Now there are some Mem-
bers of the House who pretend to know
more about Senate practice and proce-
dure than the Senate Parliamentarian.
I say if it was good enough and appro-
priate enough to be referred by the Parli-
amentarian to the Committee on Fi-
nance, it is an appropriate subject to be
included in the tax bill.

I deeply regret that my dear friend
from Michigan feels to the contrary, but
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I am not criticizing him; I am criticizing
the House.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will yield, while the
Senator is eriticizing, I hope he is not
criticizing the majority whip of the
House, the Representative from the Sec-
ond District of Louisiana, because Bocas,
of Louisiana, was the single House con-
feree who was for the Senator's amend-
ment and also for the Ribicoff amend-
ment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wunderstand. I
merely say a majority of the House con-
ferees apparently took this position.

I congratulate the people of Louisiana
not only for having so eminent a Senator
as the majority whip, but also for having
the eminent House majority whip. I
am sure those whipc will never raise their
voices against the virtuous but always
against the malefactors and in the pub-
lic interest, and that any chastisements
due will be accorded solely to those who
deserve them.

As an alternative to my amendment
I suggest to the automobile industry, and
to the House, that perhaps we should en-
act a law that would require that the
ownership of junked or obsolete auto-
mobiles should revert to the automobile
manufacturers who produced the cars,
and that the manufacturers should be
charged with the responsibility of dis-
posing of these junked cars, so that those
who gave birth to the cars should be re-
sponsible for their ultimate disposition,
burial, ecremation, disassembly, or trans-
migration into other automobiles.

Also, I ask my distinguished friend,
chairman of the Senate conferees, if it
would not be possible, at a later time, for
a portion or all of the revenues which
will be retained by the 1-percent tax to
be expended, upon passage by Congress
of appropriate legislation, for the dis-
posal of these cars, and also for such
safety or health measures as the Con-
gress may determine are connected with
the automobile.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Sena-
tor is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope very much
that this will be done, so we shall be
able to preserve safety, health, and to
remove eyesores which are created by the
auto industry.

I take heart from the suggestion of the
Senator from Louisiana. I thank him
again for the energy and fidelity with
which he has discharged his onerous
duties.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I wish
to precede the conference report vote for
the excise tax reductions with a brief
statement.

I am of the opinion the reduction will
have a stimulative effect upon the econ-
omy, and contribute greatly to the con-
tinued propserity of our Nation.

The fact that the 1966 budget will not
be affected by the entire cut is note-
worthy. As I understand it, only some
$1.8 billion of the cut will be applicable
to the fiscal year 1966 budget.

And the fact that tax structures will
be greatly simplified, through the excise
tax eliminations, is, I believe, one of the
most important features of this bill.
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I have long supported excise tax re-
ductions. Generally, these taxes, as we
know, were  instituted during World
War II and the Korean war, to dis-
courage the purchase of some items, and
of course to raise necessary war revenues.

Certainly, there is no longer the need
to discourage automobile sales, purchase
of radios and televisions, handbags, and
so forth.

The need for revenue remains, but as
I have noted, the increased consumer
purchasing power will spur production
a great deal, which in turn will generate
additional revenue in other areas.

Several amendments that I felt would
have been beneficial to our citizenry were
defeated. The commuter amendment, of
which I was a cosponsor, granting tax
deductions for those who travel to and
from work, would have been most help-
ful to the taxpayer.

Mr. President, I feel that this wise ex-
cise tax cut should be followed by ad-
ministration efforts to reduce expendi-
tures. As we have seen, such expendi-
tures are climbing higher each year, par-
ticularly with new administration pro-
grams now under way.

I caution once more against planned
deficit spending. Federal Government
expenditures and programs must and
should be held in line if our economy is
to expand and remain healthy and
strong.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the excise tax bill,
which has been agreed to by the Senate
and House of Representatives conferees.
For some time I have supported the
repeal of these taxes, which, for the most
part, were initially levied as emergency
revenue-raising measures at the time of
the Korean war, World War II, or the
depression of the 1930’s.

I have opposed the continuation of
these oppressive taxes because many of
the excise taxes were adopted without
any program or systematic basis. Con-
sequently, these excise taxes are discrim-
inatory in their application.

During the last Congress many of us
tried to have these excise taxes reduced
or eliminated. Unfortunately, the ad-
ministration at that time was not sym-
pathetic to this attempt and our efforts
were narrowly defeated.

Now that the administration has
agreed with our position: to wit, that
these discriminatory and oppressing
taxes should be reduced and repealed,
the American people will receive some
relief from their heavy tax burden.

Excise taxes, unlike income taxes, im-
pose burdens on those whose income is
below the level of their personal exemp-
tions and deductions. The excise taxes
that will be reduced include the taxes on
telephones, jewelry, luggage, handbags,
automobile parts and accessories, toilet
preparations, cosmeties, radios, and
most of the household appliances.

The reduction will simplify the tax
system by greatly reducing the number
of separate taxes, as well as the accom-
panying burden or business of collecting
and reporting on those taxes. It will cut
the Government’'s cost of tax collecting
and enforcement.
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I commend the Senate leaders and
Finance Committee members for the
way in which this matter has been
handled.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the report was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE and Mr. WILLIAMS of
Delaware moved to lay the motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CLERK OF
THE HOUSE TO MAKE A CORREC-
TION IN THE ENROLLMENT OF
H.R. 8371

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Chair lay before the Senate House Con-
current Resolution 442 from the House
of Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate House Con-
current Resolution 442, which will be read
by the clerk.

The legislative clerk read the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 442) as
follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatlives
(the Senate concurring), That the Clerk of
the House of Representatives, in the enroll-
ment of the bill (H.R. 8371) to reduce excise
taxes, and for other purposes, is authorized
and directed to strike out “gasoline” in the
new sectlon 6424(b)(2) added by section
202(b) of the bill and to insert in lieu thereof
“lubricating oil”,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of
the concurrent resolution, which cor-
rects a technical error in the confer-
ence report on HR. 8371,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the econcur-
rent resolution was considered and
agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

FIRMS ACQUIRING PRIVATE PAT-
ENT RIGHTS ON PUBLIC NASA
RESEARCH SHOULD PAY FAIR
MARKET VALUE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
say to my good friend from Louisiana
that that was the longest 5 minutes I
have ever endured. Almost 2 hours ago
my friend, who is the poorest timekeeper
I have ever known, but who is one of
the most charming men I have ever met,
said, “If you would let me have 5 min-
utes on the conference report before you
introduce the bill, I would appreciate
it.” I said, “I am delighted.”
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I merely want to say I would do it
again, even if I knew it would take so
long a time as it did, because it was an
educational debate. I learned a great
deal, and I am greatly indebted to the
Senator from Louisiana, the Senator
from Illinois, and the Senator from Con-
necticut for enlightening me during the
debate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am deeply grateful for the Sen-
ator's kind remarks, and by way of apol-
ogy—

Mr. MORSE. It is not necessary to
apologize.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I want to
tell him I will give him the best support
I can on the measure he is about o in-
troduce.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator and I have
always agreed in measures of this kind.
I think there will also be support from
the Senator sitting on the left of the
Senator from Louisiana, but I turn now
to discuss the bill.

Mr. President, I introduce today a bill
which has two objectives: The first is
to reestablish congresional control over
the disposition of patent rights by the
National Aeronautics and Space Agency,
and the second is to provide that private
companies desiring to acquire interests
in such patents and processes repay the
taxpayers of this country fair market
value pursuant to the so-called Morse
formula.

I ask that the bill be referred to the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences, and that the text of the bill
be printed following my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hart in the chair). The bill will be re~
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, will be printed in the
Recorp as requested by the Senator from
Oregon.

The bill (S. 2160) to amend section
305 of the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958 with respect to the dis-
position of proprietary rights in inven-
tions made thereunder, and for other
purposes, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, since my
first term in the Senate, when the Nation
was concerned with the disposal of World
‘War II military surplus, I have advocated
that legislation proposing to dispose of
real and personal property which belongs
to the United States—and, therefore, to
the taxpayers—contain a requirement
for the payment of fair compensation to
the Government. Where this property
is acquired by privace companies for com-
mercial exploitation, the Morse formula
provides that full fair appraised market
value be realized by the Government. If
a State, municipality, or other Govern-
ment authority wishes to buy the prop-
erty for devotion to purely public uses,
the formula provides for payment of 50
percent of fair market value. A Library
of Congress tabulation in 1962 estimates
that real estate of an area two-thirds the
size of the State of Rhode Island has
been made subject to the formula.

This formula is presently incorporated
in the statutes of general applicability
governing the disposal of U.S. real estate
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and personal property, such as the Fed~
eral Property and Administrative Serv=-
ices Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484). In addi-
tion, the Morse formula applies to spe-
cific property transfer bills in the Con-

gress.

This bill would extend to the field of
intangible personal property, such as
patents and processes arising out of
NASA-financed research, the principles
long applied to the more ancient and
traditional forms of real and personal
property interests.

In the course of my remarks, I will re-
view the basic documents which apply
to the administration of patent properties
by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and will explain how the
regulations which the agency chose to
adopt in September of 1964 are contrary
to the U.S. Constitution; the statute cre-
ating the space agency; the subsequent
legislative history of this statute; the
clear line of congressional intention as
expressed in related legislation and by
the chairman of the Senate Subcommit-
tee on Patents; and also what NASA's
own chief legal officers told the Congress
and the public on several occasions was
“the only conscientious way of adminis-
tering the (Space) Act.

It is these marked departures from the
law of the land which obliges the Con-~
gress now to rewrite the applicable sec-
tion of the Space Act of 1958, in order
that the enormously significant economie
issues be resolved in the public interest.
and that those acting contrary to the
public interest be dealt with according to
specific provisions of the law.

The ultimate issue before Congress is
the ownership of the fruits of publicly
financed research of a magnitude that
mankind has never seen before. The
Senator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT] re-
cently placed in the Recorp a tabulation
of Federal research and development ex-
penditures. indicating that the sum of
taxpayers’ dollars expended by the
United States for these activities since
the end of World War II is approxi-
mately $85 billion (CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, Mar. 9, 1965, p. 4536).

As the Members of this body are aware,
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
minisiration is probably the fastest
growing research activity in the world.
In 1961, NASA spent $744 million on
R. & D., or 8 percent of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s R. & D. budget. In 1964, the
agency spent $4.3 billion, which consti-
tutes 30 percent of all Government re-
search, according to the Report of the
House Select Committee on Government
Research (H. Rept. 1940, 88th Cong., 2d
sess.).

Today’'s research and development
contracts result in the creation of prod-
ucts and processes of vast commercial
value. Ready examples are the tech-
nology of Comsat’s Early Bird communi-
cations satellite, which is a successor to
NASA’s Syncom satellites; and the Boe-
ing 707 transport, which was engineered
and developed initially as the Air Force’s
EKC-135 jet tanker.

Government funds account for about
89 percent of all R. & D. in aircraft and
missiles, 67 percent in the electronic and
communications industry, 57 percent in
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the scientific instruments field and sig-
nificant percentages in machinery, rub-
ber, and other lines of commerce.

This I have been heard to say so many
times over the years, that we do not have
a free-market economy. Too much of
our economy is defense oriented. I
should like to see America return in-
creasingly to a free-market economy.

I point out again tonight that most
businessmen in this country are sub-
sidized, directly or indirectly, by defense
and other Federal expenditures.

Just how worth while such a Govern-
ment contract can be is illustrated by
a Comptroller General's report—B-
133042 of May 19, 1960—cited by Repre-
sentative Holified on the floor of the
House of Representatives on January 28,
1963. This report cataloged that a bal-
listic missile contract awarded by the
Defense Department provided a com-
pany “with the opportunity to obtain
many patents in an area of great poten-
tial significance,” including 11 sufficient-
1y basic and important enough to provide
the basis for entirely new product lines.
The company also acquired 69 patents
of secondary importance from this same
contract.

If it were pointed out to some of the
business moguls and magnates in this
country that they live off Government
subsidies, they would be offended. Of
course, that would weaken the argu-
ment which they like to apply to others
concerning creeping socialism.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Oregon yield
at this point?

Mr, MORSE. Yes, I only wish to say
that so many of the big businessmen of
this country really—according to their
own definitions—have become Socialists
judging from the sources of their money
from the state. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. - Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Oregon knows
that businessmen love to come to Wash-
ington, love still more to catch us at
home, and tell us that we should run the
Government the way they run their busi-
nesses. If the Senator from Oregon was
a lawyer or I was a lawyer for a corpora-
tion, and we had a research contract
that would pay someone a guaranteed
profit to do research, and the man that
they paid to do it would be guaranteed
not only a profit, but also would be per-
mitted to have complete monopoly rights
on what he found after he did the re-
search, reserving to himself the use of
the service for the corporate purposes
and not to sell it to the public, then those
corporations would be running down to
the Attorney General's Office and de-
manding that we be indicted, on the
theory that no lawyer could be so stupid,
that he had to be a thief.

As an illustration of what Government
patent policy means, think of it as if
the Government were paying someone
$200 million to build a bridge across the
Chesapeake Bay, and then, having built
the bridge with the taxpayers' money,
with a profit of $14 million guaranteed,
to proceed to say that the Government
only would have the right to drive its
own vehicles across that bridge, and that
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the taxpayers, having paid for all of it,
would have to pay whatever toll the con-
tractor wished for the next 17 years—
that the contractor in addition to his $14
million guaranteed profit would, in fact,
own the bridge.

Mr. MORSE. That is the attitude of
certain business exploiters. They call
that economic freedom. It is economic
freedom to exploit the taxpayer.

The present NASA patent program,
should be labeled ““the taxpayer-shaking-
down program.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe I
am correct in this, and I trust that I
shall not be violating a confidence, bhe-
cause the person involved I am sure
would have no objection to my saying
it, but a member of the Rockefeller fam-
ily paid me a visit today. He told me
that when he had more time, he would
like to explain more about the workings
of philanthropy, because the Rocke-
feller Foundation does a great deal of
that, and this gentleman was concerned
with it.

I asked him, “Do you people do much
health research with Rockefeller funds?”

He replied, “Not nearly so much as we
used to, because the Government is doing
so much of it now we thought that we
would put our money to better use
elsewhere.”

I said, “When you did your research,
did you let the folks you paid have pri-
vate patents on it, or did you require that
the benefits of their research be made
freely available to the public?”

He replied, “I do not recall precisely,
and I will check it, but I feel confident
that you will find wherever we spent
philanthropic money, we always insisted
that the public receive the benefit of it.
We would not wish to spend philan-
thropic money merely to put someone in
a position in which the public interest
would be his captive. If philanthropic
money is to be used, we feel that all the
people of this country should benefit
from it.”

Would it not be fine if the Govern-
ment of the United States took that same
attitude, utilizing the public’s money so
that all the people would have the bene-
fits of research?

Mr. MORSE. The purpose of intro-
ducing my bill is to help the cause to
which the Senator from Louisiana has
referred. I believe that once the Amer-
ican people become aware of the extent
to which they are being shaken down by
an avaricious group of American business
forces who seem to feel that whatever
they can get by with is all right. The
American people will have a few mes-
sages at the voting booths at election
time to send to politicians who do not
vote to stop this shakedown.

In this connection, my speech tonight
is aimed at political education. If we
can only get the voters educated enough
to start beating Members of Congress
who go along with this kind of shake-
down, we shall be doing something prac-
tical about bringing about the reforms
necessary to protect the taxpayers.

I am frank about it. This is an issue
that, ultimately, only the voters can set-
tle. We can introduce legislation, but
until the people say to the politicians,
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“You pass the necessary legislation or
get ready to stay at home,” I believe that
the influence of the business exploiters
will continue to be so great on Congress
that we shall have continued difficulty in
correcting this situation.

All I can say to the American people
is, “The kind of legislation you get is up
to you. You can have any kind of legis-
lation you wish, if you will only perform
your responsibilities as citizen-states-
men.” The trouble is, too many people
do not.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Does not the
Senator from Oregon know that a great
deal of the research being done on Gov-
ernment contracts is research that the
company would have done anyway for its
own purposes?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. When we look
at something like health research, if we
think about the spending of billions of
dollars of public money to enable some-
one to find a better answer to a disease,
we are benefiting the public. If it were
research that the pharmaceutical com-
panies would have done anyway, and if
all we did was to turn around and force
them to take hundreds and perhaps bil-
lions of dollars of Federal money, which
they would have spent out of their own
pocket anyway in their research pro-
grams, and if we did the same thing with
aireraft manufacturers, is it not fair to
say that the $15 billion for research and
development would turn out to be a big-
ger steal than the worst item in the
foreign aid program?

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct.
However, we would have to go pretty
far to find a bigger steal than the for-
eign aid bill. f

I spent 2 hours this afternoon with
an American busineessman, who briefed
me on his experiences in Bolivia. He
told me of the shocking corruption that
exists in connection with American for-
eign aid in Bolivia.

This is only another phrase of the
same problem that I am talking about
so far as the obligation of the American
voter is concerned. We will get this
shocking business stopped when the
American people familiarize themselves
with the facts. When they do, they will
demand some remedial action from
Congress.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
knows that when Franklin D. Roosevelt
was President and when Harry Truman
was President, they used great courage
in resisting the pressures of the bankers
and the Wall Street interests with re-
gard to interest rates. - They kept the
level of the interest rates on Govern-
ment obligations at around 2 percent.

Starting with President Eisenhower,
that policy was reversed. Some people
like to say that it started with the so-
called accord under President Truman,
but he still kept tight control, even
though in the Korean war he was ma-
neuvered into a corner where he had to
let the interest rate go higher than he
wanted it to go.

The Senator knows that since the time
when George Humphrey was Secretary
of the Treasury and Mr. Burges Under
Secretary, the interest rates on the na-
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tional debt have doubled. We like to
talk about how the national debt which
was, back at that time, 130 percent of
the gross national product, in 1946. Now
the national debt is 47 percent of the
gross national product. However, the
cost of carrying that great national debt
is just as great when measured against
the gross national product, because the
executive branch, particularly the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, has permitted the
interest rate to double. If the interest
rate goes up 2 points on the national
debt, then the interest rate on everything
else has to go up by an equal amount.

Mr. MORSE. Of course.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. So on the
public and private debt of a trillion, two
hundred and fifty billion dollars, that
amounts to $25 billion more that the
borrowers have to pay to the lenders.
Generally speaking, the borrowers tend
to be poor. If they are not poor if they
are corporations, they include the cost
of the interest in the price of the product,
and pass it on to the customer, who is
usually poor, compared with the corpora-
tions.

In addition, while there are certain
wheels within wheels, I believe it can be
said, generally speaking, that in the last
analysis interest tends to be a tax on the
poor, for the benefit of the rich.

Many people contend that the only
way one can lose on research is by doing
it on a small scale, because while one
might not find what he is looking for,
he might come across something that
is 10 times as valuable as what he was
looking for. For example, a researcher
in Germany was trying to find a better
dye for dying cotton material. He came
across some item that had a certain reac-
tion on bacteria. If occurred to him that
it might work in medicine. The result
was sulfanilamide. That was a great
breakthrough on which all the other
sulfa drugs were based. It was probably
the greatest breakthrough in the field
of internal medicine that had occurred
in 100 years, and perhaps the greatest
that had occurred in the previous thou-
sand years.

What was discovered there was much
more fantastic than what that man was
looking for in the first instance.

The argument is that one cannot lose
money on research as long as it is done
on a big scale.

Conceivably what we could find with
this $15 billion research investment
might be worth the $15 billion that we
are spending.

If we read President Johnson's book,
“My Hope for America,” we see that he
spells out the magnitude of research
and that generally it tends to mean that
we are doubling our technical know-how
every 9 years with the expenditures that
we make.

To permit all of that to be in the pri-
vate domain of a few Government favor-
ites, who do not bid on the contracts, but
fight for them and compete for them,
and to permit all that to be in the pri-
vate domain of a few big companies,
when added fo the $20 billion, plus, that
the people are paying out in interest rates
because of the policies of the Federal
Reserve Board, which presumably this
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administration, like the previous one, is
not quarreling with, works out to be
about $35 billion a year that the average
man would just be outraged about if he
understood what was going on. That is
more than one-third of the whole cost
of Government.

Mr. MORSE. The position the Sen-
ator from Louisiana has taken on this
and related problems, in which I have
joined him in support for years, is un-
answerable. I am very glad to have his
contributions to this presentation.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
research and development funds ex-
pended by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration are generally even
more valuable commercially than Penta-
gon contracts.

The Defense Department specializes in
researching and developing weaponry.
In the Space Act of 1958, however, Con-
gress makes clear in the preamble that
the Space Agency should direct and con-
duct its aeronautical and space activi-
ties solely for peaceful purposes and for
the benefit of mankind (42 U.S.C. 2451).

Mr. Gayle Parker of NASA’s General
Counsel’s Office, told a convention of the
Federal Bar Association in Philadelphia
on September 24, 1963, that:

In direct contrast with the Defense De-
partment, the patent portfolio of NASA con-
tains not only patents for inventions of its
employees, but also a high percentage of in-
ventions made by its contractors. Thus, the
NASA patent portfolio is expected to include
a significant number of patents for inven-
tions which have commerclal applications
(Federal Bar News, vol. 10, No. 11, November
1963).

The New York Times of September 28,
1964, stated that, during the past 6 years,
there have been 2,240 inventions of this
kind made by contractors pursuant to
NASA contracts. These technical ad-
vances are literally of incalculable value.
As a matter of fact, the present admin-
istrative regulations of the Space Agency
make it impossible for the Congress or
the public ever to ascertain the extent or
value of this property.

For a start, it is certainly the obliga-
tion of Congress to make sure that its
committees and the public have the
means to know the value of this property
which is ereated out of taxpayers' money.
One consequence of my bill would be to
make possible an inventory by making
fair market values of patents a matter of
public record.

The next question to arise is how this
treasure trove of property should be ad-
ministered? Should disposition take
place in public and be a matter of record,
or should it be contracted away in private
by a host of anonymous contracting of-
ficers as is permitted by the present reg-
ulations? Who should receive the bene-
fits of these inventions and the profits
from their commercial exploitation?
Should the taxpayer who put up the
money be considered? Should the uni-
versities and hospitals have a share?
What of States and muniecipal govern-
ments which must provide services to our
people? Should small businesses be con-
sidered? Or should most of this wealth
and potential wealth become the prop-
erty of fewer and fewer corporations of
larger and larger size?
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Fortunately, the Constitution and the
Congress have provided some guidance in
these matters.

Article IV, section 3, of the Constitu-
tion reposes the responsibility for dis-
position of U.S. property directly upon
the Congress. It provides:

The Congress shall have the power to dis-
pose of and make all needful rules and regu-
lations respecting the territory or other prop-
erty belonging to the United States.

Section 8 of article I also vests in the
Congress the specific responsibility for
“promoting the progress of science and
useful arts,” which is the basis upon
which Congress established the patent
system.

Also pursuant to these mandates, Con-
gress enacted section 305 of the National
Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958. This
section provides that the rights of the
taxpayer who paid for the NASA research
and development underlying a patent
cannot be waived unless the specific
patent was the subject of a hearing be-
fore an Inventions and Contributions
Board.

The obvious rationale of this require-
ment is to insure that an administrator
would be aware of any invention of great
potential value before disposing of all
the commercial interests.

It is important to emphasize that the
principal intent of the bill which I am
introducing is a restoration of the origi-
nal intention of section 305, as enacted
by the Congress and subsequently nulli-
fied by NASA’s 1964 regulations.

The intention of the Congress to ex-
ercise positive control of patent prop-
erty in behalf of the U.S. Government
had, at the time of the Space Act, been
expressed in a long and unbroken line
of congressional enactments stretching
back to 1946, including the Housing Act
of 1946, the National Science Foundation
Act of 1950, the Atomic Energy Acts, as
well as the Space Act, the Coal Research
Act, the Water Resources Act, the Saline
Water Act, the Solar Energy Act, the
Tennessee Valley Authority, the Dis-
armament Act, the Housing Act of 1958,
and the Agricultural Marketing and Re-
search Act. Recently, the Appalachia
and water pollution legislation of the
89th Congress followed this pattern.

Incidentally, the amendments on the
Appalachia water pollution legislation
were amendments successfully offered by
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNg].

As the Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights
[Mr. McCreELLan] said on April 23d of
this year:

In recent years the Congress has fre-
quently considered the inclusion of patent
provisions in legislation authorizing new
Government research programs. It is clearly
the intent of Congress that the basic guide-
lines of Government patent policy should
be determined by the Congress,

As more fully set forth in the Memo~
randum of Law which follows, the cur-
rent NASA regulations of September
1964, are constructed upon an assump-
tion of wholesale waiver of patent rights
belonging to the United States, and these
regulations do not provide for ascertain-
ment of the value of patent property and
positive control over its disposition in
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the public interest. On the contrary,
the regulations permit a contracting
away, or what some call a giveaway, of
rights to any and all inventions at the
time the contract is signed.

Under these regulations, the disposal
of patent property takes place before
anyone knows how many patents will
emerge, or what their potential value
may be, and before they could be brought
before the board created by the act. To
assert that this system protects the in-
terests of the United States in publicly
developed intangible property is to talk
patent nonsense.

Likewise, upon occasion, these give-
away regulations have been defended by
citing the Presidential Memorandum and
Statement of Patent Policy of October
10, 1963. It is curious legal doctrine that
a memorandum by the President should
take precedence over an act of Congress.
However, let us dig a little deeper and
examine this memorandum and state-
ment.

After stating that inventions in scien-
tific and technological fields constitute a
valuable natural resource, the policy
statement begins as follows:

The following policy is established for all
Government agencies * * * subject to specific

statutes governing the disposition of patent
rights of certain Government agencies.

To interpret this language as allowing
a departure from the precise require-
ments of the Space Act in order to give
away significant and wvaluable natural
resources raises further questions of con-
siderable interest.

I am at a loss to understand why the
President of the United States has let
NASA get by with it. In my judgment
what NASA has done is in open defiance
of the so-called Presidential memoran-
dum which, interestingly enough, the
Administration cites as an authority. It
just does not follow. But, of course, if
the President lets them get by with it,
they will continue to do it.

I do not like to say it, but I never hesi-
tate to say it. I think our President is
following a wrong course. Our President
could have stopped a great deal of this
giveaway if he had instructed the head
of NASA in his own language and his own
Presidential memorandum. I read the
relevant section again:

The following policies are established for
all Government agencles—subject to specific
statutes governing the disposition of patent
rights of certain Government agencies,

The Members of this body are well
aware that the Space Administration
tried on more than one occasion to amend
section 305 of the Space Act in order to
allow the waiving away of U.S. rights in
patent property in the manner embodied
in the present regulations. Congress
consistently refused to allow the agency
to do so.

So, during 1964, we find that the Ad-
ministrator, without the consent of Con-
gress, adopted regulations which have
placed him in a position directly opposed
to and in defiance of all these authorities,
including the Presidential patent memo-
randum of October 10, 1963, upon which
he purports to rely. It is also pertinent,
if somewhat embarrassing, to recount
that the regulations are contrary to
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what NASA's own legal officer told the
Space Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives on August 19, 1959, was “the
only conscientious way of administering
the act.” NASA's general counsel re-
peated the substance of this statement
on several occasions—before Congress,
professional associations, and the pub-
lic. Some of his language is collected
;n the accompanying memorandum of
aw.

Senators know what the bureaucrats
count on. They have to take the wit-
ness stand and testify before a commit-
tee. They say those things that they
think will carry out their aims and ob-
jectives, They know—and they count
on this—that Congress will get so busy
with other things hereafter that they
will never get back tu check up on their
testimony. They will never do an ade-
quate job of “watchdogging” on the regu-
lations that they subsequently put out
in direct contradistinction of their testi-
mony. They also count upon the tend-
ency of human beings, even Members of
Congress, to forget. I have seen those
things happen so many times in my
years in the Senate that I have grown
a little “gun shy” about administration
witnesses.

On the Foreign Relations Committee
we see time and time again the discrep-
ancy between the testimony of witnesses
from the State Department, starting with
the Secretary of State, on down through
the other witnesses that the Department
sends to the Congress.

The same thing applies to the Penta-
gon, starting with the testimony of the
Secretary of Defense, If we should check
back on that testimony a few months
later and compare it with the policies
which are inconsistent with their own
testimony that the departments have
followed, we would see that they have
learned that after they appear before us
Congress will soon forget what they said,
fail to check up on what they said, or be
unaware of inconsistent administrative
regulations, if they exist. The sad result
is that, in many instances, Congress in
practice has become a great abdicator—
an abdicator of its responsibilities to the
people of this country, of protecting its
legislative rights, functions, duties, and
passing more and more power down to
the executive branch of the Government,
with the result that the American people
are losing their freedoms and are often
oblivious to it. Tonight the American
people are not nearly as free as they were
10 years ago. Tonight they are not
nearly as free as they were 20 years ago.
The Congress must assume a large share
of the responsibility for it because Con-
gress increasingly abdicates one congres-
sional funection and duty after another
and passes the buck to the White House
and the bureaucrats who serve the White
House,

More and more, I think we are becom-
ing a government of presidential su-
premacy.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Along that
line, the Senator from Louisiana recalls
an incident that occurred when he first

Mr. Presi-
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came here. The Senate was confronted
with a bill which was sponsored by the
steel companies, the cement companies,
and various other industries. It was
known as the basingpoint pricing bill.

Mr. MORSE. I remember it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It was a bill
to legalize certain practices that had
been declared by the Supreme Court to
be in violation of the antitrust laws.

The Senator from Oregon may recall
that those who advocated the bill pa-
raded here with a letter from someone
in the Bureau of the Budget, saying that
the bill was in accord with the policies
of the President. It was said that Harry
Truman was for the bill.

The junior Senator from Louisiana
went to the White House to talk with
President Truman about the bill. The
President was not very communicative.
The most he said was that he thought
he understood the problem as well as any
Member of the Senate, because he had
once served on the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce and had
sat through some hearings and had
studied the subject when he was a mem-
ber of the committee. In the Senate
we fought the bill up hill and down
dale for about 2 years. Finally the sup-
porters of the bill—the steel companies
and various other large concerns, includ-
ing cement companies—succeeded in
pushing the bill through Congress.

When the bill reached the White
House, what did President Truman do?
He vetoed it. But Congress had received
a letter from some minor functionary in
the Bureau of the Budget, who led us to
believe that that was a measure that
President Truman wanted us to pass.

Mr. MORSE. That happens fre-
quently. I again wish to give deserved
praise to the Senator from Louisiana, for
the many times in our service in the
Senate when he stood up in opposition
to delegating legislative responsibility to
the executive branch of the Government,
That practice involves the patent evil
that has developed within NASA, be-
cause what the Director of NASA is get-
ting by with in his issuance of regula-
tions has the support of the legislative
branch of the Government. I do not
know why Congress should permit it.

I am at a loss to understand why the
President permits it. We ought to check
the President. That is why I am intro-
ducing a bill to exercise the constitu-
tional check which the Congress pos-
sesses by law as to the President and
the Director of NASA,

I am proud of the recent Gemini space
flight. I rejoiced, with all the rest of my
colleagues in the Senate, when Astro-
nauts McDivitt and White received their
medals at the White House today. It
was a humbling experience to be in their
presence in the Chamber today. I said
to each of them, when I shook hands
with him, that I felt I was a better per-
son because of the great contribution
each of them had made to the history of
our country. I believe it was a source of
great pride and also a cause of deep
humility on the part of each Member of
the Senate.

I am looking forward to the Apollo
project and further American successes
in space. I realize that our peaceful



June 17, 1965

rivalry with other nations provides pow-
erful temptations for the Space Agency
to take certain shortcuts.

Because of these forces, perhaps this
day of Washington's tribute to the
Gemini 4 astronauts is the most appro-
priate time for the Senate to receive the
bill I am introducing tonight.

As the London Economist magazine
stated this week, in its issue of June 12,
1965, at page 1279:

There may be times when the American
moonracers may wish that they did not have
to perform in the democratic way, in publie,
all faults on view.

But there are other national values
which are equally important—respect
for the law, the open character of our
economic system, and the quality of our
morality. To accept the philosophy of
the Space Agency that the achievement
of our national goals justify the use of
means such as have been adopted, would
be corrosive of some of the most basic
and precious values of our society.

The conscientiousness with which
Congress deals with the conflict of these
values will profoundly affect the char-
acter of our economic system, and the
prospects of its small business segment.

The Justice Department, in February
1962, confirmed that companies selected
to perform research and development
work obtain substantial competitive ad-
vantages—acquisition of facilities and
training of staffs—even without the ac-
quisition of patent rights. The Justice
Department report states:

The effect of giving such firms additional
patent rights as well tends to consolidate
their already dominant positions and make
their preferred status in new and important
industries even more immune to competition
than it is now.

Against the background, the opinion
was expressed in Fortune magazine—
February 1965, page 150—that there are
some 29 companies which are qualified to
compete on missile contracts in the
United States, some 15 that can build air-
frames, and only 8 which can compete
for contracts to build helicopters. We
should also bear in mind that little more
than 10 percent of NASA’s research
budget goes to small business, while the
great bulk of these funds are concen-
trated in the hands of our greatest indus-
trial corporations.

Our treatment of these issues, and the
control over the disposition of these large
amounts of seedbed money appropriated
annually to the Space Administration for
research, development, and exploration
in this decade will surely influence the
size, number, and relative influence of
our Nation’s businesses for decades to
come. It will affect the atmosphere of
economic freedom and competition in
this country and personalities that will
be molded by it.

Just as surely, the disposition of the
legal issues involved will affect the
quality of our Government and the at-
titude that our citizens and business cor-
porations adopt toward it.

In summary, Congress is faced with
marked departures from the law of the
land, the specific requirements of the
Bpﬁce Act of 1958, and prudent public
policy.
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In addition, Congress is faced with a
solemn duty and responsibility for a
great deal of extremely valuable prop-
erty belonging to the United States and
for patent and other systems for its dis-
position and development.

The Constitution has given the respon-
sibility to Congress, and we cannot wish
it away, delegate it away, or study it
away. The Administrator of the Space
Agency has raised these issues directly,
and they must eventually be met.

Mr, President, I do not contend that
this bill is the final word on the subject.
I envision that the Government depart-
ments and agencies, as well as business
groups concerned, will be able to suggest
improvements and refinements on the
basis of their experience and expertness.
Such comment and eriticism will be wel-
comed. However, the bill does represent
a systematic approach to these issues
and a vehicle for their consideration. I
believe that such consideration is in
order, and I urge that the Senate pro-
ceed with it.

I am raising for the consideration of
the Senate one of the most serious give-
away programs that confront the Amer-
ican taxpayers, to the detriment of those
taxpayers. I am raising here, in regard
to intangible personal property, as pat-
ents are, the same warning I raised in
1946 when I first came forward on the
floor of the Senate with what has be-
come known as the Morse formula,
which regulates the disposal of tangible
Government surplus property.

It has not been easy in these many
yvears to stand up against attempts on
the part of some of my colleagues in
both the House and the Senate to avoid
the effects of the Morse formula. They
have been successful a few times by
moving the consideration of a bill that
I had blocked on the unanimous-consent
calendar because it violated the Morse
formula. But to the everlasting credit
of the overwhelming majority of my col-
leagues in the Senate and of the leader-
ship of the Senate during those years,
they have stood with me as I have per-
sistently, or in the views of some, stub-
bornly, insisted that there be no excep-
tions to the Morse formula.

The last accounting that I received
would indicate that since 1946 this per-
sistence or stubbornness—depending on
whichever word one may wish to adopt—
has saved the American taxpayers over
$800 million.

Mr. President, the application of the
Morse formula to intangible personal
property such as patents—as I seek to
have applied by the passage of this bill—
would save the American taxpayers not
hundreds of millions of dollars, but
:!arw billions of dollars decade by dec-

e.

I start a fight on the floor of the Sen-
ate to obtain passage of my bill. I well
know that this might take a long time.

I hope this will not take as long as it
usually takes to pass a piece of legisla-
tion which is so critically needed in order
to protect the welfare of all the people
of our country. However, irrespective of
how long it takes, so long as it is my
trust to serve the great people of Oregon
in the Senate, I intend to press for leg-
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islation that will bring the giveaway
program of NASA to an end.

I hope that, in due course of time,
the President of the United States will
see the soundness of the position of the
senior Senator from Oregon and will
himself issue a new Presidential memo-
randum on patents, notifying his Direc-
tor of NASA that he does not want the
current regulations to be continued be-
cause of the economic harm they are
doing to the taxpayers of the country.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, what the Senator is saying reminds
me of a story which the late Henry Foun-
tain Ashurst, a former Senator from
Arizona, once told me. He said that he
was constantly receiving pressure from
President Roosevelt to report the Court-
packing bill from the Judiciary Commit-
tee, of which he was chairman. It
seemed that, for a long time, the Presi-
dent would call him every morning and
ask when he was going to report the bill.

The Senator recalls that that bill was
vigorously opposed by Burton Wheeler,
Gerald Nye, Alben Barkley, George
Norris, and other Senators of that
caliber.

Since there was so much pressure and
so much clamor against the bill in the
press, as well as in Congress, Senator
Ashurst was reluctant to report the bill,

He told what he said to the President:

Mr. President, your case is getting stronger
all the time.

He told us the story that, when he was
a prosecuting attorney in Arizona, a fel-
low had stolen a lot of butter from a
warehouse. The sheriff had apprehended
him with the butter. Every time that
Ashurst moved to prosecute the case, the
defense counsel came in and asked for
a continuance. Ashurst said that he in-
variably granted the continuance, say-
ing, “It is all right with me to continue
the case. The longer the case is delayed,
the stronger my evidence will be.”
[Laughter.]

I state to the Senator that this give-
away of private patents on almost $15
billion of Government research is such
an oufrage that the longer it takes us to
win the case, the stronger our case will
be with the people. The people are be-
ginning to understand this issue.

Many people have never heard about
it. When they do hear about it, they
cannot believe their ears.

I was explaining this to a large in-
dustrialist a few nights ago. He could
not believe it. He could not believe that
the Government would do this. His con-
cern spends large amounts of money in
research.

The first inquiry was, “Why is the
Government in the research business,
anyway?” In many instances, we are
only forcing this money upon people to
do research that they would do on their
own account if we did not force them to
do it. I explained that in some instances
the Government had an interest in
getting information quicker than it
would otherwise, by means of spending
a lot of money.
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‘When we reached the second point, he
could not believe that the Government
would give this money away on a guar-
anteed-profit basis by means of which
the fellow awarded the research contract
could keep it for himself without the
people who paid for it, the taxpayers,
being privileged to use it. It was some-
thing that he could not conceive of.

Mr. MORSE. That is the attitude of
most impartial taxpayers. If we could
get the issue before the taxpayers as
jurors, if we could take this case be-
fore any jury of 12 impartial jurors, we
would get a unanimous decision against
the Government policy. I do not believe
that there is any question about the
merits of our position.

It is a sad thing that we can have
the kind of economic power used by self-
ish interests in this country, which suc-
ceeds in permitting this wrong to be
committed against the taxpayer.

The Senator very well knows that in
1954 I stood on the other side of the
aisle then, as an Independent, when
President Eisenhower got his leadership
in the Senate to offer one of the most in-
excusable giveaways and shakedowns of
the American taxpayer that has been
proposed in my many years in the Sen-
ate. That was a proposal of the Eisen-
hower administration to give away—
without a cent of cost to the utilities of
this country—the entire atomic energy
program for the development of which
the American taxpayers had paid more
than $14 billion during the war.

As I recall, the bill was 110 pages long.
There were not 10 or 11 Senators who
ever read the bill. The bill got through
the House early that day, in a debate
that did not last more than 1% hours.
The measure was steamrollered through
the House.

The bill was brought to the Senate
about 2:30 in the afternoon. The Re-
publican majority leader asked for a
unanimous-consent agreement to vote
on the bill that day. I objected. The
Senator will recall that that did not make
the majority leader very happy with me.

He stayed within the rules, but he went
as far as the rules would permit him to
go in giving me a verbal tongue lashing.
I found it rather amusing.

The Recorp will show that he said, “I
want to say to the Senator from Oregon
that he can either give me this agreement
or start talking.” I suggested to him,
and it will be found in the Recorp, that
he ought to reflect on what he was really
proposing. I told him that he was, in
effect, really proposing that we ought to
repeal the unanimous-consent rule of the
Senate.

I said to the Senator from California:

Just reflect upon that suggestion for a
moment. I think that the Senator will agree
with me as to how many votes he would get
as far as the proposal is concerned.

There were then 96 Senators. I said:

You won't get 95. If you think a little
longer, you will not get your own. It will
dawn on the Senator that although it is
WayNE Mogrsg today, it might be Bill Enow-
land tomorrow.

I did not persuade him. He made it
perfectly clear to me that I would either
give him that unanimous consent agree-
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ment or I could start talking.
him—1I started talking.

The Senator from Louisiana knows the
end of the story. We talked for 13 days
and 6 long nights. We adopted amend-
ment after amendment, including a
patent amendment.

We put on that filibuster fight, which
is what it was called, although it was
really 13 days and 6 long nights of po-
litical education for the American peo-
ple, because we had not been talking
very many days before our colleagues
started hearing from home. We did
that, as the Senator from Louisiana
knows, because we knew we had to focus
attention on the floor of the U.S. Senate
until the American people realized the
shocking political steal the Eisenhower
administration was trying to get away
with.

We added a patent amendment. We
added an amendment that made it pos-
sible for the nuclear pilot plant at Han-
ford, Wash. We added amendment after
amendment.

I am battle scarred from the kind of
battle I am starting tonight. But let
me say I am ready to repeat the fight,
because whereas we had over $14 billion
involved in the atomic energy fight, we
have involved here a giveaway that may
well add up to $14 billion a year in the
decades ahead. It is the same kind of
fight that the Senator from Louisiana
and I, Estes Kefauver, PAuL DoucLas, and
a small number of other Senators fought
not so long ago when we tried to stop
the giveaway of the space communica-
tions system.

We did not have enough Senators to
support us long enough in that fight, as
the Senator knows. But is it not inter-
esting to pick up the newspapers these
days and read about what our alleged
allies in Europe are doing in connection
with the space communications satellite
system? I think it was yesterday that I
read that Great Britain was slapping a
tax on it. Compare that with all the
assurance we received that if Congress
would give it away and let a selfish,
monopolistic, government-created cor-
poration set up by this Government take
over the people’s property rights in a
satellite space communications system,
that all the dire predictions the Senator
from Louisiana, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, the Senator from Oregon, and
the rest of us made never would come to
pass. We do not hear much from those
colleagues about the matter these days.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Did the Sen-
ator hear the other day that the televi-
sion networks are complaining that the
space communications system is victim-
izing them with respect to using it. They
are complaining to the extent that they
want their own satellites in order to relay
their television programs. They are
complaining about the monopolistic con-
ditions created by the satellite communi-
cations system.

Does the Senator recall that when we
were debating that measure that adver-
tisements appeared in the newspapers,
sponsored by the television networks, in-
ferring that it was a fine bill?

Mr. MORSE. The inference was that
those of us who were opposing it were

I obliged
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“creeping Socialists” because we were
trying to protect the property rights of
the American people. How one could
be a Socialist and protect the property
rights of the American people was be-
yond me then, and is now. We are en-
countering the same sort of propaganda
that will be used against my bill.

Get ready for the kind of fallacious non
sequitur testimony from the NASA peo-
ple that we got from the Secretary of
Defense and his uniformed lackeys who
tried to pave the way for the satellite
communications giveaway.

We were told they were going to have
their own defense satellite system. Does
the Senator remember? We were try-
ing to point out that, after all, we were
trying to protect the Government's in-
terest, but we were told they were going
to have their own system. The Sena-
tor knows that did not happen.

The American taxpayers have been
shaken down again, because within the
defense budget is a huge sum of money
in order to have this monopolistic eor-
poration that was set up by a majority
of the Congress to work for the Defense
Department.

Yet I understand there are some
rumblings of discontent and dissatisfac-
tion with that in the Pentagon. Eventu-
ally we may be able to do something to
rectify the great mistake that was made
in giving away the wealth of the Ameri-
can people to this Government-sponsored
corporation, with the profits going to
the corporation set up by the Govern-
ment.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I have not
seen the statement, but someone drew
my attention to it. I shall look into it.
I am told that the International Tele-
phone & Telegraph Co., a large interna-
tional company operating in 50 nations,
which has assets of $10 billion, or prob-
ably more, and which is one of the largest
stockholders in Comsat, is complaining
about the monopolistic condition under
which that corporation is operating.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
Louisiana and the rest of us warned
about that during the historic debate.
It would be interesting to have some Ph.
D. candidate take the record of that de-
bate and then take the record of the
discussions that are now going on in
connection with the space communica-
tions satellite system and write an anal-
ysis of what has already transpired on
the question of bearing out what those
of us who were opposing the bill fore-
warned was going to become history
under that giveaway program.

I am trying to get my President, from
the standpoint of his historical record,
saved from the type of record that is
going to be written about him if he does
not join us in checking the excesses of
NASA.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from Oregon is rendering a great service
in making this speech and in introducing
the bill.

The Senator from Oregon used an
analogy between his effort to save the
public domain from giveaway legislation,
in which he has been the most diligent
Member of this body, and the saving of
the public interest in research and de-
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velopment paid for by public funds. I
wonder if the Senator realized this?
Admiral Rickover tells us that every 9
years we are doubling the know-how we
have with our research and development
effort, and President Johnson, in his
book “My Hope for America,” says as
much.,

The Federal Government owns about
25 percent of the land surface of the
United States. The Senator from Ore-
gon has fought to stop the Government
from giving that land to somebody with-
out a fair price for it, in the interest of
the taxpayers and the public. He has
been successful, because of his diligence,
in that area. Comparing that effort
with the doubling of the knowledge we
get in a 9-year period, it means 50 per-
cent of that knowledge was discovered by
research and development efforts.

Now with 70 percent of that being paid
for by the taxpayers my figures would
tell me fthat in effect 35 percent of our
knowledge, after 9 years of research,
properly belongs in the public domain,
that it properly belongs in the public
domain for every small businessman to
use to compete with the mighty corpora-
tion, or for anyone else to use in com-
petition or in the public interest, or even
to provide a philanthropic service to
others. All of that 35 percent of the
total sum of knowledge of industrial
know-how under the patent policy is fo
be locked up for a handful of big corpo-
rations. Ninety-five percent of it would
be locked up for the benefit of less than
100 corporations.

Mr. MORSE. I not only thank the
Senator from Louisiana, but I wish to
say that the statement he has just made
is a better statement of the objectives of
my bill than anything I could say about
it. In those few sentences, the Senator
has really described the essence of my
bill. It is that objective which I seek to
carry out.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Did the Sen-
ator have occasion to look at the state-
ment I made conecerning Miles Labora-
tories and the PKU test?

Mr. MORSE. No.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This is what
happened. A doctor named Guthrie in
New York, a dedicated man, was given a
grant for $500,000 to do research or. the
mental retardation of children. He was
given another grant of approximately
$250,000, and he discovered a way to
freat a disease whose name is mouth-
filling but is called by the initials PKU.

This disease results from a vitamin
deficiency, and if not immediately de-
tected within 30 days after a child is
born, the child could be hopelessly re-
tarded for life, but if discovered in time,
correct diet will repair that deficiency,
and the child will be a healthy child.

Iam told that PEU is one of the worst
forms of mental retardation.

Dr. Guthrie developed a kit to use to
draw a few drops of blood from a child's
heel, to see whether the child had this
feared disease. He could manufacture
the kit for approximately $6.

A lawyer friend suggested to him that
he should take out a patent on the kit
before someone else could get a patent
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on it and thereby deny the public the
benefit of the research. They, there-
fore, obtained a patent. So far as the
doctor was concerned, that was the end
of it. However, Miles Laboratories
wanted to distribute the kit, and the
doctor licensed them to distribute it;
and he signed the appropriate form.

There was a labor shortage at Miles
Laboratories, so the doctor assigned his
royalties to a foundation for the benefit
of mentally retarded children, because
he did not wish to make any profit out
of it. He wished only to benefit man-
kind.

But, since Miles Laboratories had this
labor shortage, the doctor proceeded to
produce the kit, using his retarded chil-
dren who were his patients, at a cost of
$6, a price which the doctor thought
was fair and which he thought Miles
Laboratories would charge.

What does the Senator from Oregon
h:ithmk Miles Laboratories charged for this

t?

They placed it in a cardboard box
and charged $262 to all the hospitals
which wanted it. In Louisiana and Mas-
sachusetts the hospitals were making the
kit themselves. The figure of $6 was
just about what it cost. Miles Labora-
tories went to court to sue. The hospi-
tals in Louisiana and Massachusetts were
urged to cease producing these kits for
their own use.

In the meantime, our people inquired
if the Government had paid for this re-
search, and if so, why could not the peo-
ple of this country have the benefit of
it? The word got back to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and some honest worker there pulled out
the record which disclosed that Dr.
Guthrie had done this research under as-
signment and the patent rights belonged
to the United States.

Thank the merciful Lord that we were
in a position to protect the public’s in-
terest, which required the patent to be
signed over to the Government and we
;ent ahead with producing the little

ts.

I have not seen the Miles Laboratories
rejoinder, but when I explained the sit-
uation on the floor of the Senate, Miles
Laboratories issued a statement saying
that obviously I did not have all the
facts. However, I had many more facts
than Miles Laboratories wished known.
Dr. Guthrie, who had invented the kit
and did all the fine work for mankind,
issued a statement saying that Miles
Laboratories should be barred by law
forever from having any patent rights
for doing something like that. He was
outraged, shocked, and stunned to think
that his development and all his efforts
would have been so distorted, because
what he had done was in the interest of
the public, but now the public’s money
was to be used against the public
interest.

The same people are in Washington
lobbying away, trying to get themselves
on the same bill with the space contrac-
tors, the airplane contractors, this con-
tractor, that contractor, so that the whole
bunch of pirates—lovable buccaneers
that many of them are—can come in here
to obtain the enactment of a law to give
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it all away. Of course they will phrase it
in some sweet language which says the
Administrator can waive the rights, if
he finds it to be in the national interest.
The agency and department heads will
go to work and give it all away, saying,
“We have 5,000 patent applications, and
we only gave away 50.”

Of the 4,950 they saved we would find
that they were not worth the paper it
would take to write the patents on, and
the 50 they would give away would be
for something like penicillin, sulfa drugs,
or a drug which might save the life of a
cancer victim. It is like saying, “I am
letting you buy this drug for $5 a pill,”
when of course the price should really be
2 cents a pill. But, “Look what a great
benefactor I am to mankind. I am sell-
ing this pill cheaply. If I wished to be
mean I could make you pay $10.”

Yet the public has paid for the pill in
the first place.

I can recall the time when I was asked
to aid in the fight on heart disease in my
hometown of Baton Rouge. I put on a
Santa Claus costume about Christmas
time. I stood out on the street and shook
a tin cup asking people to give their
money to help fight heart disease.

Imagine the outrage I would feel if T
were to find out that having gotten out
there on the street in that Santa Claus
costume, all the money went to some
pirate instead of for the public interest,
because he was the first one to find the
idea with the public’'s money.

That is what we are doing when we sit
here in this Chamber claiming that we
are public benefactors, that we wish fo
justify the $30,000 a year salary voted us
and giving the public’s money away on
this kind of scheme.

Mr. MORSE. I cannot begin to tell
the Senator from Louisiana how much I
appreciate his bringing these facts out in
the Recorp tonight, and how completely
I agree with him.

Of course, the Senator knows that he,
will be regarded as a dangerous man in
certain quarters for saying these things.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It will not
get me any extra campaign contribu-
tions, the Senator can be assured of
that. Perhaps for some one else, but not
for me. But let me say to the Senator
from Oregon that since I mentioned this
incident of heart disease, if Senators con-
tinue to vote for this kind of giveaway,
some of us should get together and buy
them some Santa Claus costumes and
send them to them.

Mr. MORSE. If only we could con-
tinue making the record which the Sena-
tor from Louisiana is making tonight.
There is another answer. Once the peo-
ple come to understand that they are not
willing to support the people who wish
to make a profit out of the suffering of
their fellow Americans, or wish to make
a profit out of denying to fellow Ameri-
cans their legitimate rights—which is
all I am seeking to do in this bill, to pre-
vent them from stealing the rights of
the American people—I say that once
the American voters come to understand
that, I have confidence in the voters that
they will give these politicians their an-
swer at the voting booth. There is no
other way to do it.
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If the politicians do not wish to live
up to their responsibilities in Congress,
eventually the voters must beat them.
That is the only language they under-
stand.

Let me say to the voters of America
that it happens to be their responsibility.
I only wish that the voters would be as
willing to follow the obligations of
citizen-statesmanship which they have
every right to expect us to follow in the
Senate.

After all, unless they are willing to do
it, I am afraid that we shall continue to
see a majority in both Houses of Con-
gress voting to continue support, on
issues like this, not the people, but the
exploiters of the people.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sena-
tor will yield further, I believe the Sena-
tor knows of the great pressure that has
been brought to bear on a great many of
the large newspapers in the country. I
suspect that has been done through their
advertisers. The pressure is to try to
keep the newspapers from carrying
articles discussing this issue, on the
theory that public discussion cannot help
but benefit the side that the Senator is
advocating.

I believe it would be only fair to com-
mend the Washington Post for its very
fine and courageous attitude that that
newspaper has taken on the subject.

1 should like to ask unanimous consent,
if the Senator does not object, that at the
conclusion of his remarks there may be
printed in the ReEcorp an editorial which
appeared in the Washington Post on
Sunday, June 13, entitled “Which Way
on Patents?”

The editorial discusses the bill that I
have introduced, as well us the one that
was introduced by the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Savronstarr]l and
also the one that was introduced by the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
LaN]. I believe the Senator from Ore-
gon will find that his bill is very similar,
follows the same general philosophy as
the bill of the Senator from Louisiana.
I believe he will find that the editorial
supports his position.

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I have read the
editorial. I commend the Washington
Post on the editorial, and am happy to
have it inserted in the REcorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That news-
paper has taken a courageous position on
this subject. If many other newspapers
were to explain this subject to the peo-
ple, it would become a very important
political issue.

Mr. MORSE. I agree with the Sen-
ator.

The bill (S. 2160) to amend section
305 of the National Aeronautics and
Space Act of 1958 with respect to the
disposition of proprietary rights in in-
ventions made thereunder, and for other
purposes, was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

5. 2160

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
305 of the National Aeronautics and Space
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Act of 1958 (42 U.BS.C. 2457) is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 806. (a) Whenever any invention is
made in the performance of any sclentific or
technological research, development, or ex-
ploration activity under this Act every in-
vention made as a result of such activity
shall be the exclusive property of the United
States, and If such Invention is patentable a
patent therefor shall be issued to the United
States upon application made by the Admin-
istrator, unless the Administrator walves all
or any part of the rights of the United States
to such Invention in conformity with the
provisions of subsection (f) of this section
and in compliance with the requirements of
this section.

“(b)1 Each contract and lease entered
into by or on behalf of any officer or agency
of the United States with any party, and
each grant made by any such officer or agency
to any party, under authority conferred by
this Act shall be entered into or made under
conditions effective to insure that such party
will furnish promptly to the Administrator
a written report containing a full and com-
plete description of, and full and complete
technical information concerning, each in-
vention, discovery, improvement, and inno-
vation which may be made as a result of any
activity undertaken or performed under that
contract, lease, or grant.,

“(b)2 If any such party falls to transmit
any such report to the Administrator within
thirty days after the date on which any such
invention, discovery, improvement, or inno-
vation is made, such party shall be liable to
the United States for the payment of a civil
penalty in the amount of $100 for each addi-
tional day of delay in the transmission of
such report to the Administrator. Action
for the recovery of any such penalty shall be
instituted by or under the direction of the
Attorney General, and may be instituted in
the district court of the United States for
any judicial district in which the defendant
resides, is found, or transacts business. Proc-
ess of such court in any such action may be
served in any other judicial district of the
United States by the United States marshal
thereof.

“(c) No patent may be lssued to any ap-
plicant other than the Administrator for any
invention which appears to the Commissioner
of Patents to have significant utility in the
conduct of aeronautical and space activi-
tles unless the applicant files with the Com-
missioner, with the application or within
thirty days after request therefor by the
Commissioner, a written statement executed
under oath setting forth the full facts con-
cerning the circumstances under which such
invention was made and stating the rela-
tionship (if any) of such invention to the
performance of any work under any con-
tract, lease, or grant entered into or made
under this Act. Copies of each such state-
ment and the application to which it relates
shall be transmitted forthwith by the Com-
missioner to the Administrator.

“{d¢) Upon any application as to which
any such statement has been transmitted to
the Administrator, the Commissioner may, if
the invention is patentable, issue a patent
to the applicant unless the Administrator,
within ninety days after receipt of such ap-
plication and statement, requests that such
patent be issued to him on behalf of the
United States. If, within such time, the
Administrator files such a request with the
Commissioner, the Commissioner shall trans-
mit notice thereof to the applicant, and shall
issue such patent to the Administrator unless
the applicant within thirty days after re-
ceipt of such notice requests a hearing before
a Board of Patent Interferences on the ques-
tion whether the Administrator is entitled
under this section to recelve such patent.
The Board may hear and determine, in ac-
cordance with rules and procedures estab-
lished for interference cases, the question so
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presented, and its determination shall be
subject to appeal by the applicant or by
the Administrator to the Court of Customs
and Patent Appeals in accordance with pro-
cedures governing appeals from decisions of
the Board of Patent Interferences in other
proceedings.

“(e) Whenever any patent has been is-
sued to any applicant in conformity with
subsection (d), and the Administrator there-
after has reason to belleve that the state-
ment filed by the applicant in connection
therewith contained any false representation
or omission of any material fact, the Ad-
ministrator within five years after the date
of issuance of such patent may file with the
Commissioner a request for the transfer to
the Administrator of title to such patent on
the records of the Commissioner. Notice of
any such request shall be transmitted by the
Commissioner to the owner of record of such
patent, and title to such patent shall be so
transferred to the Administrator unless with-
in thirty days after receipt of such notice
such owner of record requests a hearing
before a Board of Patent Interferences on
the question whether any such false repre-
sentation was contained in such statement.
Such question shall be heard and deter-
mined, and determination thereof shall be
subject to review, in the manner prescribed
by subsection (d) for questions arising there-
under. No request made by the Administra-
tor under this subsection for the transfer
of title to any patent, and no prosecution
for the violation of any criminal statute,
shall be barred by any failure of the Admin-
istrator to make a request under subsection
(d) for the issuance of such patent to him,
or by any notice previously given by the
Administrator stating that he had no objec-
tion to the issuance of such patent to the
applicant therefor.

“(f) (1) Whenever any person has made
any invention which under subsection (a) is
the exclusive property of the United States,
such person may make written application
for the transfer to such person of all or any
part of the interest of the United States in
that invention under such regulations as the
Administrator shall prescribe in conformity
with the provisions of this section. Each
such application shall contain a full and
complete (A) description of the invention as
to which the application is made, (B) state-
ment of the circumstances under which that
invention was made, (C) statement of the
relationship, if any, of such invention to any
contract, lease, grant, or program of the
United States or any department or agency
thereof, and (D) statement of such other in-
formation as the Administrator shall deter-
mine to be necessary for a determination of
action to be taken upon such application.
Each application for the transfer of any
property interest of the United States shall
be accompanied by a sealed bid specifying
the sum which the applicant offers to pay to
the United States In compensation for such
interest if transfer thereof is granted.

“(2) Each application made under para-
graph (1) of this subsection shall be trans-
mitted to an Inventions and Contributions
Board (referred to hereinafter in this saction
as ‘the Board’') which shall be established by
the Administrator within the Administration.
Upon receipt thereof, the Board shall accord
to the applicant opportunity for hearing
thereon. Notice of hearing upon each such
application shall be published by the Admin-
istrator in a publication of general national
circulation at least once not less than ninety
days before the date of such hearing, and a
second time at least sixty days after the first
such publication but not less than thirty
days before the date of such hearing. Under
such regulations as the Administrator shall
prescribe, any person shall be entitled to
intervene as a party to such proceedings
application. Each such hearing shall be sub-
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ject to the provisions of the Administrative
ure Act. 3

“(8) Upon the basls of evidence recelved
in such proceedings the Board shall transmit
to the Administrator its written report
thereon. If the Administrator determines,
upon the basis of the report made by the
Board upon any such application, that con-
siderations of equity clearly favor the grant-
ing of such application and that the public
interest would be served thereby, he may
transfer to the applicant the whole or any
part of the interests of the United States In
the invention as to which such application
was made. Any such transfer shall be made
upon the payment of an amount equal to the
fair market value of the interest transferred
as of the time of the transfer, and upon such
other terms and under such other conditions
as the Administrator shall determine to be
required for the protection of the interests of
the United States. In no case shall such fair
market value be less than the amount of the
applicant's sealed bid. Each such transfer
made with respect to any invention shall be
subject to the reservation by the Administra-
tor of an irrevocable, nonexclusive, nontrans=
ferrable, royalty-free license for the practice
of such inventlon throughout the world by
or on behalf of the United States or any
forelgn government pursuant to any treaty
or agreement with the United States.

‘(4) Under such regulations as the Ad-
ministrator shall prescribe, any person who
intervenes, in any proceeding under this
subsection with respect to any patented or
patentable invention, in opposition to the
transfer for which application was made
under paragraph (1) may in such proceeding
offer evidence to the effect that the Ad-
ministrator in the public interest should
grant to him authorization for the use of
such invention, and may file with the Ad-
ministrator at the time of his intervention
an application for the purchase of one or
more specified interests in that invention
subject to the conditlons prescribed by this
paragraph. Each such application made
under this paragraph shall be accompanied
by a sealed bid containing an offer to pur-
chase such Interest or interests in the in-
vention for a sum or sums specified therein,
If the application made under paragraph
(1) with respect to that invention is de-
nied, the Administrator shall determine
whether it is In the public interest to grant
one or more of the applications made by
Intervenors under this paragraph for the
purchase of interests in the invention. If
he determines that It is in the public inter-
est to grant any such interest, he shall con-
slder the bids made therefor by intervenors,
and shall grant such Interest to the inter-
venor who is the highest responsible bidder
for such interest. Any such grant shall be
conditioned upon the reservation by the
Administrator of an Irrevocable, nonex-
clusive, nontransferable, royalty-free license
for the practice of the invention throughout
the world by or on behalf of the United
Btates or any forelgn government pursuant
to any treaty or agreement of the United
States. If, after the denial of an applica-
tlon made with respect to any invention
under paragraph (1), the Administrator de-
termines that it 1s not in the public interest
to grant any interest under this paragraph,
he shall return unopened =all sealed bids
made by intervenors.

*“(56) Each determination made by the Ad-
ministrator in or with respect to any pro-
ceeding under this subsection shall be made
in writing, and shall be accompanied by a
report in  which the Administrator shall set
forth fully the facts and circumstances upon
which reliance was placed In the making of
that determination. Within 60 days after the
final determination of any such proceeding
by the Administrator, any party to such
proceeding who is aggrieved by any deter-
mination made therein by the Administrator
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may Institute action In the District Court of
the United States for the District of Colum-
bia for the review of such determination.
Upon service of the complaint in any such
action upon the Administrator, he shall
certify to the court a true and correct copy
of the transeript of all evidence taken in
such proceeding and a true and correct copy
of each determination and report made
therein by the Administrator or by the Board.
Such court shall have jurisdiction to hear
and determine any such action, and to enter
therein such orders as it may deem proper to
affirm, modify, set aside, or enforce as
affirmed or modified any determination made
by the Administrator in such proceeding. In
any such action, findings of fact made by the
Administrator shall be conclusive if sup-
ported by substantial evidence. Upon ap-
plication made by any party to any such ac-
tion, the court in its discretion may order
additional evidence to be taken before the
court or before the Administrator upon such
terms and conditions as the court may deem
proper. Process of the district court in any
action Instituted under this paragraph may
be served in any other judiclal district of the
United States by the United States

thereof, Whenever it appears to the court
in which any such action ls pending that
other parties should be brought before the
court in such action, the court may cause
such other parties to be summoned from any
judicial district of the United States.

“(g) To the extent to which disposition
of rights to any invention has not been made
under subsection (f), the Administrator shall
determine, and promulgate regulations
specifying, the terms and conditions upon
which nonexclusive licenses will be granted
by the Administration for the practice by
any person (other than an agency of the
United States) of any invention for which
the Administrator holds a patent on behalf
of the United States.

“(h) The Administrator is authorized to
take all suitable and necessary steps to pro-
tect any invention or discovery to which
he has title, and to require that contractors
or persons who retain title to inventions or
discoveries under this section protect the
inventions or discoveries to which the Ad-
ministration has or may acquire a license
of use.

“(1) Whenever any person has appropri-
ated to his own use or benefit any invention
which under subsection (a) is the exclusive
property of the United States, without au-
thority therefor conferred upon him pur-
suant to subsection (f) or subsection (g),
the Attorney General. upon his own motion
or upon request made by the Administrator,
may institute actlon against such person In
the district court of the United States for
any judical district in which such person
resides or is found. Buch court shall have
jurisdiction to hear and determine such ac-
tion, If the court determines that any such
unlawful appropriation has occurred, it shall
enter such judgment, orders, and decrees as
it shall determine to be required to provide
for the establishment of title to such in-
vention in the United States and for the re-~

covery by the United States of a sum egual

to the te amount of all income de-
rived by the defendant through the explol-
tation of such invention. Any private citi-
zen of the United States having knowlidge

of any such unlawful appropriation of any‘
such invention by any person may on behalf
of the United States institute action against
such person in any such district court for
any relief which would be available to the
United States under this subsection in an
action instituted hereunder by the Attorney
General. A successful tiff In any such
actlon instituted by a private citizen shall
be entitled to recover from the defendant,
in addition to any relief granted to or on
behailf of the United States, a sum equal to
the aggregate amount of the expenses ac-
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tually and necessarily incurred by the plain-
tiff in the preparation and prosecution of
such action, including a reasonable attor-
ney's fee, as determined by the court. If, in
any such action instituted by a private citi-
zen, the court renders judgment requiring
the payment of any sum to the United
States, the plaintiff shall be paid, from the
sum so recovered by the United States, an
amount equal to 10 per centum of that sum,
or the amount of $50,000, whichever amount
is smaller. Process of the district court in
any action instituted under this subsection
may be served in any other judiclal district
of the United States by the United States
Marshal thereof. Whenever it appears to
the court in which any such action is pend-
ing that other parties should be brought be-
fore the court in such action, the court may
cause such other parties to be summoned
from any judicial district of the United
States

(]) Whoever with knowledge that an in-
vention is the exclusive property of the
United States, (1) appropriates or attempts
to appropriate such invention to his own use
or benefit without authority for such appro-
priation conferred upon him under subsec-
tion (1) or subsection (g), or (2) knowingly
conspires with any other person to appropri-
ate any such invention to the use or benefit
of any person not lawfully entitled to the
use or benefit of such invention, shall be
fined not more than $10,000, or lmprisoned
not more than five years, or both. Any per-
son who commits any offense under this sub-
sectlon with willful intent to defraud the
United States of its right to such invention
or to the exploitation thereof shall be fined
not more than $50,000, or lmprisoned nof
more than ten years, or both.

“(k) As used in this section—

(1) the term ‘person’ means any indi-
vidual, partnership, public or private corpo=-
ration, association, Iinstitution, or other
entity;

“(2) the term ‘contract’ means any actual
or proposed contract, agreement, understand-
ing, or other arrangement, and Includes any
assignment, substitution of partles, or sub=
corat.ra.ct executed or entered into thereunder;
an

“(3) the term "made,’ when used in rela-
tion to any invention, means the conception
or first actual reduction to practice of such
invention.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act
shall have mo application to any invention
made in the performance of any work under
any contract entered into by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration before
the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a section-by-
section analysis of the bill be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION DESCRIPTION OF THE BILL

This bill is a recasting of the present sec-
tion 305 of the Space Act of 19568. (42 U.S.C.
2457) It is written as a complete section,
rather than a series of amendments, for
ease in understanding and so that the pro-
posed provisions may be read and considered
in context.

This bill extends the so-called Morse for-
mula to disposals of NASA-developed inven-
tions. The Morse formula provides that
Federal real and personal property may be
acquired for public use by State, municipal,
and other governmental authorities for 50
percent of fair appraised market wvalue.
Transfer of Federal property for private or
nonpublic use must be based upon payment
of 100 percent of appraised fair market value.

While not excluding publie, nonprofit, and
governmental and charitable institutions,



14088

this bill emphasizes ownership and devel-
opment by free enterprise in disposing of
NASA-developed inventions, and stresses
that commercial development and exploita-
tion shall be the province of private indus-
try. If particular situations arose where the
application of the b50-percent standard
seemed appropriate, the Administrator might
take 1t into consideration.

The title of this section: “Property Rights
in Inventions—Exclusive of the United
States; Issuance of Patent” should be re-
tained, and, I believe, amended by the words
“'disposition upon payment of fair compensa-
tion.”

Sectlon 3056(a) of the bill shortens and
tightens the original subsection which de-
fines the circumstances under which an in-
vention in the performance of activity pur-
suant to the act shall be the exclusive prop-
erty of the United States. It does so by
substituting the simpler and more compre-
hensive test of “result of such activity” for
the more particular test now in the law.

Section 305(b), on reporting discoverles,
repeats the language of section 305(b) of the
act, with the exception of the words “con-
tract, lease, or grant” which are substituted
for the word “work.” This amendment is
intended to broaden rather than narrow the
section, Section 305(b)2 is based upon two
reports of the Comptroller General in Novem-
ber 1964—B-133307 and B-133386—which
called attention to the lack of such pro-
visions and recommencdled financial sanctions
when a contractor delayed or failed to sub-
mit required information on discoveries and
inventions. Language covering this require-
ment should be included in each agreement
between the agency and a contractor.

Bections 30565(c), (d), and (e) of the bill
repeat the comparable subsectlons of the
present act.

Section 305(f) is the most important sub-
section of the bill. Under section 3056 of the
present law, the Administrator is permitted
to supplement the statutory standards for
waiver by departmental regulations.

The abuses of this grant of authority are
set forth in detail in the memorandum of
law attached. As a result, it 1s necessary
to substitute clearer congressional gulde-
lines such as those proposed in paragraphs
(1)—-(5) of subsection 305(f) of this bill.
These paragraphs are intended to be execu-
tory of article IV of the U.S. Constitution,
which makes Congress responsible for the
disposition of “property belonging to the
United States.” They propose to establish
in the Space Act the principle that private
firms seeking to acquire ownershlp of pat-
ents, processes, and other intangible prop-
erty developed as a result of the research,
development, and exploration activities of
the Space Agency pay to the Federal Govern-
ment the fair market value of these inven-
tions.

Collaterally, the proposed system offers a
great deal of flexibility in administering
NASA's inventory of valuable patent proper-
ties through the grant of exclusive or non-
exclusive licenses for any term of years at
various rates of royalties thought by the
Administrator to be in the public interest.

. In order to advise and assist the Admin-
istrator in arriving at these determinations,
responsible business concerns, Government
entities, universities, and other organizations
having a “probable public or pecuniary in-
terest” are allowed the status parties to the
disposition As such, they will
have the rights usually assoclated with this
status under Federal law relating to a full
and falr hearing, including the rights to
notice, to present evidence and argument,
and to appeal to a judiclal forum if ag-
grieved by the decision.

The bill contemplates that the regulations
in this area will be broad and flexible enough
to achieve substantial justice among the
parties, and that such regulations should he
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subject to strict judicial examination against
these standards.

Thus, section 3056(f) (1) of the bill sets
forth the general guidelines for applications
for the transfer and disposition of patent
property resulting from activities pursuant to
the act. It would definitely preclude the
granting of advance waivers of Government
title to inventions, a practice in which the
Administrator has indulged pursuant to the
current regulations.

A new feature of section 305(f) (1) is the
requirement of a sealed bid by the appli-
cant stating the compensation the applicant
is willing to pay for the ownership, excusive
license, or other interest in the property.

Since the applicant is presumably the de-
veloper of this property, it is in the best
position to estimate the worth of the prop-
erty, its fair market value, and the reasons
why the developer should be permitted to
acquire a preferred proprietary position.

Paragraph (2) of section 305(f) introduces
the rights of persons and institutions other
than the developer to enter the proceedings
in order that they may seek to establish
reasons for their participation in the use or
further development of the inventions.

Paragraph (3) of section 305(f) governs
the grant to the developer of any interest in
the property which the Administrator finds
will be in the Interests of the United States
under all the circumstances. Upon such a
finding the bid of the developer is opened
and considered. It is further intended that
the Administrator may request additional
evidence of any kind before making a de-
termination of the value of the interest to
be transferred.

In the event of such a transfer, the other
parties are protected by the presence of a
written record. This record should contain
findings on each material point necessary to
make determinations as to disposition and
value, and shall be avallable for review.

The requirements of the Administrative
Procedure Act apply to these adjudications,
and, in addition, it is intended that the reg-
ulations and procedures pursuant to section
806(f) be construed to foster an open eco-
nomic system, substantial justice among the
parties, and the public interest.

Paragraph (4) of section 305(f) of the bill
permits the Administrator to consider the ap-
plications and bids of other parties to the
proceeding, It is intended that the Admin-
istrator have the utmost flexibility. For in-
stance, he might feel that it would be in the
public interest for two or several commercial
applicants to be granted rights in the prop-
erty. He might feel that a single commercial
grant plus a public grant would be appropri-
ate. This paragraph imposes no limitations
in this regard beyond the standards set forth
in this bill and those normally existing in the
doctrines of administrative law.

Paragraph (5) of section 305(f) of the bill
provides for judicial review by parties ag-
grieved.

Sections 305(g) and (h) of the bill follow
the comparable sections of the act.

Sectlons 305(1) and (j) of the bill provide
financial, civil, and criminal sanctions for
those violating the act, and provides mech-
anisms for the recovery of patent properties
conveyed other than in compliance with the
act.

Section 305(1) would permit a private cit-
izen to be recompensated for successfully
bringing about such a recovery. Section
305()) would apply to both persons receiving
or retaining patent properties unlawfully and
those releasing such properties otherwise
than in compliance with the act.

Section 305(k) of the bill repeats the lan-
guage of the present section 305(j) of the
act.

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that, following the section-by-sec-
tion description, there be printed a mem-
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orandum of law concerning the present
NASA patent regulations.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum of law was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

MEMORANDUM OF LAwW

APRIL 2, 1965.
PROVISIONS OF PRESENT NASA PATENT REGULA-
TIONS WHICH ARE CONTRARY TO THE RE-
QUIREMENTS OF THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS
AND BPACE ACT OF 1958

In a number of respects the revised patent
waiver regulations of September 28, 1964,
adopted by NASA are plainly at varlance
with the requirements of law. Among those
respects are the following:

1. Section 1245.104 of the NASA patent
waliver regulations (20 F.R. 12373-12274)
specifically waives all right of the United
States to “all inventions made in the per-
formance of work under a specific con-
tract” if the contracting officer, at the time
the contract is entered into, makes specified
findings of fact. Presumably such walver is
made in reliance upon general authorization
for waiver given to the Administrator by
subsection 305(f) of the act. However,
that subsection expressly requires that “Each
proposal for any walver shall be referred to an
Inventions and Contributions Board” which
is required to conduct hearings thereon be-
fore action is taken by the Administrator
with respect to any proposed waiver. The
language of the Space Act, as well as the
events surrounding its passage, indicate that
this requirement was inserted in the statute
to insure that the Administrator would be
aware of the existence and nature of any
invention as to which waiver may be granted,
It is equally obvious that section 1245.104 of
the waiver regulations does not fulfill that
requirement, and is in direct conflict with
the quoted portion of subsection 305(f) of
the act.

2. Several of the findings which the con-
tracting officer is required by section 1245.104
of the regulations to make (Nos. (1), (2),
(%), and (5)) before a walver of title by the
United States becomes effective as to inven-
tions which may be made under a “specific
contract” are formulated upon the premise
that title will not be retained by the United
States as to any such invention unless it was
the “principal purpose” of the contract to
make that invention. That premise would
automatically deprive the Government of any
proprietary interest in an invention which
resulted incidentally from activity under-
taken in the course of the performance of a
contract. Such a result is demonstrably
contrary to the provisions of subsection 305
(a) of the act. That subsection states in
unequivocal language that the United States
ehall have title whenever any invention is
made “in the performance of any work under
any contract” which is “related to the con-
tract”, unless the Administrator waives in
whole or in part the rights of the United
States to “such invention” in “conformity
with the provisions of subsection (f)”. The
findings referred to above could be justified
only if subsection 305(a) had provided in
effect that title should be waived in all cases
in which the contract was not entered into
primarily for the purpose of making the
particular invention which did in fact result
therefrom. BSuch definitely is not the lan-
guage which the Congress enacted.

8. The remalning findings required by
section 1245.104 of the regulations (Nos. (3)
and (6)) are based upon the premise that
the United States always will walve in favor
of a contractor title to any invention made
in a field in which the contractor has ac-
quired previous competence. That premise
also clearly is unwarranted for the reasons
stated in paragraphs 1 and 2, above.

4. Section 1245.105 of the regulations does
acknowledge the statutory requirement of
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action by the Board, but purports to confer
upon the Board power to make advance
waivers on a “blind” basis upon the same
premises which have been shown by para-
graphs 1 and 2, above, to be unauthorized.

5. Section 1245.106 of the regulations ap-
plies only after an invention is made, and
does require Board action. However, the
unlawfully wide scope of the walvers pro-
vided by the preceding sections is such that
many Iinventions necessarily will escape
serutiny under section 1245.106. Moreover,
the criteria set forth In subsection (b)
thereof are formulated in negative terms to
specify situations in which waiver will not be
granted, thereby implying that walver will
be granted in all other situations. Even the
negative limitations upon waiver imposed by
subsection (b) are qualified by the provi-
slons of subsection (c¢). Subsection (c), al-
though formulated in affirmative terms,
simply repeats the fallacies of section
1245.104, with the added requirement that
the waiver be found to be an added incen-
tive to the contractor to perform the serv-
ices he has been hired to render.

As shown by the foregoing paragraphs, the
patent waiver regulations adopted by NASA
do not, in the main, comply with the proce-
dural requirements of the statute. To the
extent that they do, their formulation is
quite the reverse of that contemplated by the
statute. Instead of specifying the situations
in which “the interests of the United States
will be served” by walver, those regulations
grant waiver in all situations not expressly
excepted. Even the situations so excepted
are based upon demonstrably unauthorized
premises. In short, those regulations must
be regarded as an attempt to evade, rather
than to comply with, the terms of the ap-
plicable law.

That the NASA patent walver regulations
described above represent a willfull attempt
at evasion of the provisions of section 3056 of
the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958 is shown by the interpretation previ-
ously given by NASA to those provisions.

In testifying before the Subcommittee on
Patents and Scientific Inventions of the
Committee on Sclence and Astronautics of
the House of Representatives on August 19,
1959, Mr. John A. Johnson, General Counsel
of NASA, made the following statement as to
the requirement of section 305(a) (hearings
on Public Law 85-568, pp. 73-74) :

“Mr. JoENsSON. Mr. Dappario, I have read
into the record section 305(a), which pro-
vides that upon the making of these statutory
determinations, the title to the patentable
invention shall vest in the Government un-
less the Administrator waives the rights of
the Government.

“Under that provision, even though there
is another provision in the act that provides
for class walvers, we have felt it would be a
clear violation of the total spirit of section
305 were the Administrator to make a de-
termination that says, in effect: 'I am golng
to waive title to all inventions produced by
contractors in a particular segment of in-
dustry, or in all cases where the Department
of Defense is already contracting with a par-
ticular contractor on similar research and
development work, without knowing in ad-
vance precisely what the invention is going
to be.'! It has seemed to us that the only
consclentious way of administering the act
is to require that the inventions be reported,
that the determinations be made, and that
walver take place afterward. Now, we have
in our walver regulations indicated certain
areas where we would deem a prima facle
case for walver to be made out, but even
there we have felt we couldn't say with
certainty that walver would be granted, be-
cause the spirit of the present law seems
to require a conscientlous case-by-case de-
termination.

“Therefore, the result of this law, as we
have interpreted it, has been to require that
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our contracting practices with that portion
of industry doing business with the Defense
Department be essentially different from the
Defense Department. It requires that the
reporting of the inventions be made, and
then an administrative determination be
made, followed by a declsion to walve or not
to walve the invention, whereas under the
Department of Defense procedure the con-
tractor could be assured by contract that
title to the invention would be retalned by
the contractor with only a license given to
the Government."”
® L] *® - -

Later, in giving testimony on December 9,
1959, before a subcommittee of the Select
Committee on Small Business of the Senate,
Mr. Johnson stated (hearings on the ‘Effect
of Federal Patent Policies on Competition,
Monopoly, Economic Growth, and Small Busi-
ness,” p. 261):

“I think I should say one more thing more
about our walver policy. Contractors have
requested that we include in our contract
provisions certain assurances that inventions
in certain classes will be waived if such in-
ventions are made.

“We have taken the position that the type
of contract provision would be inconsistent
with the apparent purpose of section 305.
It appears to us that we should not grant
waivers in advance of the making of the
invention because of the great difficulty, if
not impossibility, of determining with any
degree of assurance that the Interests of the
United States would be served by walver be-
fore the precise nature of the invention is
known. So we have not included in our
contracts any such provisions, and we have
informed contractors that this matter is not
open to negotiation.”

The practice of NASA before the adoption
of the revised waiver regulations referred to
above was In harmony with the provisions
of section 305, as shown by the following
extract from an article written by Mr. John-
son in 1961 (21 Federal Bar Journal 37, 47):

“Although the waliver authority of the
Administrator extends ‘to any invention or
class of inventions made or which may be
made’ in the performance of work under &
NASA contract, NASA has adopted the policy
of not granting any walvers in advance of
the making of the invention because of the
great difficulty, if not impossibility, of deter-
mining with any degree of assurance that
the interests of the United States would be
served by waiver before the precise nature of
the invention is known.

“Petitions for walver may be filled by &
contractor, an assignee of a contractor, or
an inventor who was not under an obliga-
tion to assign the invention to the contractor
by which he was employed when the inven-
tion was made. In every case, the petitioner
has the privilege of an oral hearing before
the NASA Inventlons and Contributions
Board, which has the statutory duty of
transmitting to the Administartor its find-
ings of fact with respect to each proposal
for waiver and its recommendations for
action,

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 8,
1965]

WHicHE WAY ON PATENTS?

The dispute over the ownership of patents
issued for discoveries made In the course of
federally financed research and development
work has taken a new and ominous turn.
A well-organized lobbying campaign mounted
by the drug industry, the electronics indus-
try, and the organized universities has on two
occaslons defeated Senator RusseLL B. Long
in his efforts to make those discoveries freely
available to the public. Unless the admin-
istratlon adopts a clear-cut position, the
patents issued from the work on $15 billion
of Federal research contracts may fall into
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the hands of those who have little interest in
utilizing or diffusing mew knowledge.

From the time that Ell Whitney got a con-
tract to develop interchangeable parts for
rifles In the administration of President
George Washington until recent times, the
policy on patents arising out of Government-
sponsored research was clear. The Federal
Government took title to the patents and
made them freely avallable to the public.
But that wise principle has been breached,
and now lobbyists are busy promoting legis-
lation that would give individual adminis-
trators enormous discretion in walving the
Government's patent rights when such action
is in “the public interest.”

In the debate that centered around the
appropriations for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration and in the com-
mittee hearings on the Health, Education
and Welfare legislation, Senator LoNG's oppo-
nents argued that his amendment would
cause private industry to withdraw from
Federal research and development work. The
Long amendment reserves patents for the
Government except where “background
knowledge'" 1is involved. But not once did
any of them adduce evidence to support their
contention. The fact of the matter s that
few of the industry and university groups
which are demanding exclusive titles to
patents are in a position to spurn the attrac-
tive, cost-plus Government contracts. And
those which can with their own re-
search should be encouraged to do so. There
is no good reason why the Government must
pay for as much as 70 percent of the research
and development work that is done in this
country.

One of the reasons for defeating or tabling
Senator Lone's amendment is that the mat-
ter of patents is being investigated by Sen-
ator McCrLELLAN'S Judiciary Subcommittee,
Three bills have been submitted to that body,
one each by Senators SarToNsTALL, LONG and
McCrLeELLaN. The bill submitted by Mr. SaL-
TONSTALL is, to put it bluntly, a vehicle for
the wholesale transfer of patent rights to the
industries which have worked with publie
funds. The MeClellan bill, which has strong
lobby support, is putatively a moderate
measure. But it in fact gives individual
administrators broad authority to determine
when the walver of Government patent
rights is in the public interest, a provision
that would surely lead to troublesome dis-
crepancies in the policies pursued by the
various Government agencies,

Only Senator Lowa’s bill protects the pub-
lic's stake in patents that are financed with
tax funds. It deserves the enthusiastic sup-
port of the White House which has to date
assumed a position of detachment.

Mr. HART. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNG
of Louisiana in the chair). The Senator
from Michigan is recognized.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR IMMI-
GRATION REFORM

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to the forma-
tion of the National Committee for Immi-
gration Reform.

This Committee has been in the process
of formation since early May. Letters
of invitation were sent to a representa-
tive group of leaders in the fields of re-
ligion, business, labor, education, science,
and the professions. The letters, signed
by former Under Secretary of State and
U.S. Ambassador Robert Murphy, were
written in behalf of Walker L. Cisler,
chairman of the board of the Detroit
Edison Co.; George Meany, president of
the AFL-CIO; and Gen. David Sarnoff,
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chairman of Radio Corp. of America.
Nathan Strauss III, the New York City
civic leader, is chairman of the orga-
nizing committee.

Of the some 400 invitations mailed, I
am informed that only 4 declinations
were received on the basis of opposition
to the administration’s immigration pro-
posal. The membership of the Commit-
tee now totals 250.

The statement of principle, endorsed
by all members of the Committee, points
out that the national origins provision
of our present immigration law is detri-
mental to our international interests,
breeds hatred and hostility toward the
United States, blocks comity among na-
tions, and is a hindrance to our Nation's
policy of peace among nations, without
serving any national need or serving any
international purpose of the United
States. It further states that the Na-
tional Commitiee for Immigration Re-
form endorses enactment this session of
Congress of the essential provisions of
the administration’s immigration pro-
posal as introduced by myself and 32
other Members of the Senate and by Rep-
resentative EMANUEL CELLER, Democrat,
of New York, and a large number of
Members of the House.

The impressive list of membership of
the committee indicates the widespread
citizen support for immigration reform
as proposed by the President.

The list includes two former Presi-
dents—Eisenhower and Truman; two
former Secretaries of the Treasury—
Robert B. Anderson and Douglas Dillon;
and two former Attorneys General—
Herbert Brownell and J. Howard
McGrath. It also includes 19 union
presidents, including George Meahy,
president of the AFL-CIO, and leading
religious and civic leaders representing
every geographical area of the country.

Yesterday a representative group of
the members of the National Committee
for Immigration Reform, headed by
Gen. David Sarnoff, visited briefly with
President Johnson and assured him
of their continuing support for the prin-
ciples of the administration’s immigra-
tion proposals. There is no doubt that
the impressive support evidenced by the
formation of this national committee
will be one of the more significant rea-
sons for our success in enacting the Pres-
ident’s proposals in this session of the
Congress.

I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of purpose of the National
Committee for Immigration Reform, Mr.
Robert Murphy’s statement at a news
conference held on June 14, and a list of
the present membership of the commit-
tee be printed at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRD, as follows:

N TIONAL COMMITTEE FOR IMMIGRATION

REFORM STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The National Committee for Immigra-
tion Reform is a voluntary, nonpartisan
organization of private citizens dedicated
solely to the cause of promoting a fair and
nondiscriminatory immigration law. To ac-
complish this purpose, the committee will
work closely with organizations and indi-
viduals active in the immigration fleld to
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provide information to Congress and the
American people and to urge appropriate
action.

The present immigration law, enacted in
1962 over a Presidential veto, continues the
discriminatory national-origins quota sys-
tem adopted In the early 1920's. That sys-
tem allocates annual quotas to countries
outside the Western Hemisphere according
to the supposed national origins of the Amer-
iean population in 1920, and requires selec-
tion of immigrants on the basis of race or
ethnic origin. The national-origins system
is based upon the statutory presumption that
some people are inferior to others solely be-
cause of their birth, without regard to their
worth.

By discriminating among nations on the
basis of birthplace, the natlonal-origins pro-
visions is detrimental to our international
interests, breeds hatred and hostility toward
the United States, blocks comity among na-
tions, and is a hindrance to our Nation's
policy of peace among natlons, without serv-
ing any national need or serving any inter-
national purpose of the United States.

As a device to control immigration by pre-
determined percentages of nationa and racial
stocks, the national origins system has been
a failure. In the entire period since the 1952
law was enacted, only approximately one-
third of all allens admitted to the United
States were quota immigrants admitted in
accordance ‘with racial or national eligibil-
ity. Despite this fact, the entire fabric of
our immigration law has been blemished by
the discriminatory national origins system.

The last four American Presidents—John-
son, Eennedy, Eisenhower, and Truman—
have all opposed continuation of the national
origins feature of our law. Our last four
Secretaries of State—Rusk, Herter, Dulles,
and Acheson—have urged that our foreign
relations demand a change of the A=
tion law In this respect. Our last four At-
torneys General—Katzenbach, Kennedy,
Rogers, and Brownell—also urged Congress
to change these discriminatory provisions.

The National Committee for Immigration
Reform endorses enactment in this session of
Congress of the essential provisions of 5. 500
(introduced by Senator Hamr and 32 other
Senators of both parties) and the identical
H.R. 2580 (introduced by Congressman CEL-
LER and some 35 other Congressmen of both
parties).

These bills would—

1. Abolish the national origins quota sys-
tem and replace it with an equitable princi-
ple of selection on a first-come, first-served
basis, within preference categories, subject
to a limit of immigration from any one
country to 10 percent of the annual total
ceiling,;

2. Establish a permanent provision for
dealing with future refugee emergencles
which may arise.

These bills would—

1. Not substantially raise the present au-
thorized ceilings of total immigration to the
United States;

2. Not change the present system of pri-
orities based on skills of the prospective
immigrants and family reunion;

3. Not change existing health and secu-
rity qualifications;

4. Not change existing protections for
American workers against foreign competi-
tion for jobs of Americans.

In short, the major and principal change
proposed by these bills is to eliminate selec~
tlon of immigrants on the basis of ancestry
or birthplace and substitute the test of selec-
tion based on the immigrant's potential per-
sonal contribution to the United States and
on the concept of family reunion—stand-
ards which are fairer to allens and more
beneficlal to Americans.

The Natlonal Commmittee for Immigra-
tion Reform endorses the essential princi-
ples of S, 500 and H.R. 2580. By concen=-
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trating our energles and resources on this
single task, we hope to ald in focusing pub-
lic and congressional attention wupon this
issue and thus secure enactment of a fair,
equitable, and nondiseriminatory immigra-
tion law.
STATEMENT BY MR. RoBERT MURPHY, MEMEER,
NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR IMMIGRATION
RerorMm, JUNE 14, 1965, WasHINGTON, D.C.

I am both gratified and encouraged by the
overwhelmingly favorable response to our
letter of invitation to religious, business,
labor, and civic leaders to join in support of
the basic principles of the administration's
immigration reform am.

The letter of invitation, signed by me, was
written in behalf of Walker L. Cisler, chailr-
man, Detroit Edison Co.; George Meany,
president, AFL-CIO; and David Sarnoff,
chairman, Radio Corp. of America. Nathan
Straus III, of New York City, has agreed to
serve as chairman of the organizing com-
mittee.

The full committee now numbers more
than 200 members and expressions of suppart
for the committee’s goal are still coming in—
ineluding support from publishers and heads
of other communications media.

I speak with conviction in terms of the
need for immigration reform—convietion
that it is a three-pronged weapon that can
help to wage the peace.

First, it will reveal to the world at large
that humanitarianism is a foremost principle
in our American tradition. The moral prin-
ciple involved in family reunion is one in
which we believe,

Becond, I feel that this long-overdue reform
can make an important contribution in our
relations with other countries. It can prove
to the world that we are determined to ban
ethnic and racial bigotry.

Third, it is to our own best self-interest
in gaining skills to advance our scientific
and technical progress.

President Johnson, in his recent Chicago
speech outlining our country's aim to keep
the peace, stated: “The consensus within
America today is a consensus of courage.”

It is difficult for me to believe that any
American fears the small numerical Increase
in immigrants who will come into this coun-
try under the adminisfration’'s proposal. The
issue is not one of numbers—the issue is how
we bring these people in.

One of the problems we face is the lack
of understanding about the proposed im-
migration reform. And the problem of gen-
eral public apathy in the face of the minor-
ity, but very vocal opposition, which adds to
the confusion. It is because of this lack of
understanding and misinformation that we
felt the need for our committee.

Briefly, the administration’s proposal rec-
ommends two major changes in the pres-
ent law: (1) Abolish the national origins
quota system and replace it with an equitable
principle of selection on a first-come, first-
served basis, within preference categories,
subject to a limit of Immigration from any
one country to 10 percent of the annual total
ceiling; and (2) establish a permanent pro-
vision for dealing with future refugee emer-
genclies which may arise. The proposal was
introduced by Representative EMANUEL
CerrEr, Democrat, of New York, and Senator
PaLIP A. Hart, Democrat, of Michigan, and
has bipartisan support.

The total number of quota immigrants
now authorized is 158,000 a year and under
the administration’s bill it would be about
166,000—an increase of approximately 8,000
a year. Actually, because the bill would au-
thorize the use of quota numbers that now
are authorized but unused, it would result
in an inerease in immigration of about 60,000
& year. This figure is about 2 percent of the
present natural increase in our population
and obviously can have little practical effect
on population growth.
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The proposal would not change the present
system of priorities based on skills of the
prospective immigrants and family reunion.
Nor would it change existing health and
security qualifications. Nor existing pro-
tectlons for Amerlcan workers against for-
eign competition.

Hordes of immigrants will not flood our
shores.

Americans will not lose their jobs to for-
elgn competition.

Subversives will not infiltrate our demo-
cratic form of Government.

Taxpayers will not be forced to pay the bill
for public assistance to unemployed, un-
skilled or unwilling immigrant workers and
their families.

To the contrary, recent history reveals that
skilled and professionally trained immigrants
can make an important contribution in areas
of shortages in this country.

During the 195464 perlod, approximately
36,461 immigrants with engineering train-
ing helped to fill this country’s needs in this
field—more than total the number of engl-
neers receiving degrees in the United States
in 1064. During this same 10-year period,
there were other flelds in which thls country
realized important gains in what has been
called “human capital"—18,424 physicians
and surgeons, 36,8568 nurses, 6,336 chemists,
1,610 physicists, and 17,209 technicians came
to the United States.

The national origins quota system was de-
signed to preserve the balance of national
and raclal origins as it existed in our coun-
try in 1920. Heavily favoring northern Eu-
ropean countries, it discriminates against
countries of southern and eastern Europe
and Asia and Africa, Under this archaic
law, T0 percent of the total annual gquota
is reserved for the United Kingdom, Ireland,
and Germany—unfulfilled for many years—
the remaining 30 percent shared by more
than 100 other countries and areas. Under
the present law, western and northern Eu-
rope are allotted 82 percent; southern and
eastern Europe 16 percent; with only 2 per-
cent for Asia, Africa, and the Pacific area.

Congress has, over the years, enacted spe-
clal legislation and private bills to help
overcome the most blatant Injustices. But
it has not eliminated the basic problem—
the discriminatory and undemocratic selec-
tive national origins quota system.

One of the distinguished members of our
committee 1s former President Dwight D.
Eisenhower. In calling for an end to the
discriminatory treatment accorded Iimmi-
grants, President Eisenhower in 1960 sent to
the Congress a speclal message in which he
said:

“The contributions of successive waves of
immigrants show that they do not bring
their families to a strange land and learn a
new language and a new way of life simply
to Indulge themselves with comforts.

“The names of those who make important
contributions in the field of science, law,
and almost every other fleld of endeavor in-
dicate that there has been no period In
which immigrants to this country have not
richly regarded it for its liberality in recelv-
ing them,"”

President Eennedy urged similar action by
the Congress. President Johnson, in calling
on Congress to act, stated:

“In establishing preferences a nation that
was bullt by the immigrants of all lands can
ask those who now seek admission: ‘What
can you do for our country? But we should
not be asking: ‘In what country were you
born?' ™

By concentrating our energies and re-
sources on focusing public and congressional
attention on the need for immigration re-
form, we hope to help secure enactment of
a fair, equitable, and nondiscriminatory im-
migration law.
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MEMBERSHIP OF THE NATIONAL COMMITTEE FOR
IMMIGRATION REFORM !

Nathan Straus III, chairman, organizing
committee.

Walker L, Cisler, chairman, Detroit Edison
Co.

George Meany, president, AFL-CIO, Wash«
ington, D.C.

Robert Murphy, chalrman, Corning Glass
International.

David Sarnoff, chairman, Radio Corp. of
America.

Gladys Uhl, director of information.

Hon. Dwight D. Eisenhower.

Hon. Harry 8. Truman.

Hon. Robert Anderson.

Hon, Douglas Dillon.,

Hon. Herbert Brownell.

Hon. J. Howard McGrath.

I. W. Abel, president, United Steelworkers
of America, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Harry Akin, president, Night Hawk Restau-
rants, Austin, Tex.

H. R. Albrecht, president, North Dakota
State University, Fargo, N. Dak.

Winthrop W. Aldrich, New York, N.Y¥.

Stanley C. Allyn, Dayton, Ohio.

Frank Altschul, New York, N.Y.

Mrs. Eugenia Anderson, Red Wing, Minn.

Robert B. Anderson, New York, N.Y.

Albert E. Arent, attorney, Washington, D.C.

Steven Ashcraft, Craft's Drug Stores,
Spartanburg, 8.C.

Harold L. Bache, New York, N.¥.

Max W. Bay, M.D., Los Angeles, Calif.

Jefferson A. Beaver, San Francisco, Callf.

Robert B. Begley, president, The Begley
Drug Co., Richmond, Ky.

J. A. Beirne, president, Communications
Workers of America, Washington, D.C.

Mrs. George Bell, Washington, D.C.

Robert S. Benjamin, chairman of the board,
United Artists Corp., New York, N.Y.

Dr. John C. Bennett, president, Union
Theological Seminary, New York, N.Y.

Willlam Benton, publisher and chairman,
Encyclopedia Britannica, New York, N.Y.

Leonard Bernstein, Philharmonic Hall,
New York, N.Y.

Hans A. Bethe, Cornell University, Lab-
oratory of Nuclear Studles, Ithaca, N.Y.

Nicholas D. Blddle, New York, N.Y.

Walter H, Bieringer, executive vice presi-
dent, Plymouth Rubber Co., Inec., Canton,
Mass

Barry Bingham, editor and publisher, The
Courier-Journal, Louisville, Ky.

Joseph P. Binns, New York, N.Y.

Rev. Eugene Carson Blake, Philadelphia,
Pa.

Jacob Blaustein, Baltimore, Md.

Joseph L. Block, chairman, Inland Steel
Co., Chicago, I11.

Sam R. Bloom, Dallas, Tex.

George M. Bragalini, vice president, Manu-
facturers Hanover Trust, New York, N.Y.

Harry Brandt, New York, N.Y.

R. James Brennan, Rapid City, 8. Dak.

Detlev W. Bronk, president, the Rocke-
feller Institute, New York, N.Y.

Herbert Brownell, Lord, Day & Lord, New
York, N.X¥.

George Burdon, president, United Rubber
Workers of America, Akron, Ohio.

Cass Canfield, New York, N.Y.

Fred H. Carmichael, Asheville, N.C.

Leo Cherne, executive director, the Re-
search Institute of America, Inc., New York,
N.XY.

George L. Chumbley, Jr., vice president,
the Battery Park Hotel, Asheville, N.C.

Walker L. Cisler, chairman, the Detroit
Edison Co., Detroit, Mich.

i1 Persons included on this list are serv-
ing in their individual capacities; where
organizational identification is made, it is in
each case for the purpose of identification
only.
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Kenneth B. Clark, Social cs Re-
search Institute, City University of New
York, New York, N.X.

Abram Claude, Jr., vice president, Morgan
Guaranty Trust Co., New York, N.¥.
Gen. Lucius Clay, New York, N.¥.
Jacob Clayman, IUD-AFL-CIO,

ington, D.C.

Ben Cohen, Washington, D.C.

Henry Commager, Amherst College, Am-
herst, Mass.

Donald C. Cook, president, American Elec-
tric Power Co., New York, N.Y.

Thomas M, Cooley II, dean, University of
Pittsburgh School of Law, Pittsburgh, Pa,

Edward Corsi, New York, N.Y,

Glenn M. Coulter, Detroit, Mich,

Norman Cousins, Saturday Review of Lit-
erature, New York, N.Y.

Cowles, chairman of the board
and editor in chief, Cowles Magagzines &
Broadcasting, Inc.,, New York, N.Y.

B. Cunningham, president, B. B.
Kresge Co., Detroit, Mich.

Joseph Curran, president, National Mari-
time Union of America, New York, N.Y.

Edward L. Cushman, vice president,
American Motors Corp., Detroit, Mich.

Most Reverend Richard Cardinal Cushing,
Boston, Mass.

J. de Cubas, president, Westinghouse Elec-
tric International, New York, N.Y.

Thomas J. Deegan, Jr., New York, N.Y.

Fred DelliQuadri, dean, Columbia Univer-
sity, New York, N.¥.

Hon. Douglas Dillon, New York, N.Y¥.

Dr. John S. Dickey, president, Dartmouth
College, Hanover, N.H.

Carling Dinkler, Jr., chairman of the board,
Dinkler Hotel Corp., Atlanta, Ga.

Morgan J. Doughton, chairman, Mana-
gerial Dynamies, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Rt. Rev. Horace W. B. Donegan, bishop of
New York, New York, N.Y.

Lewls W. Douglas, New York, N.¥Y,

R. E. Driscoll, Jr., Kellar & Eellar & Driscoll,
Lead, 8. Dak.

David Dubinsky, president, International
Ladies Garment Workers' Union, New York,
N.X.

Allen W. Dulles, Washington, D.C.

Herbert B. Ehrmann, Boston, Mass.

Rabbl Maurice N. Elsendrath, president,
Union of American Hebrew Cong., New York,
N.X.

Milton L. Elsberg, president, Drug Falr,
Alexandria, Va.

George M. Elsey, Washington, D.C.

Everett H. Erlick, vice president and gen-
eral counsel, American Broadcasting-Para-
mount Theaters, Inc., New York, N.Y.

Luther H. Evans, Columbia University,
New York, N.X.

James A. Farley, chairman, Coca Cola
Export Corp., New York, N.Y.

James E. Faust, attorney at law, Salt Lake
City, Utah.

William J. Feldstein, Milwaukee, Wis.

Mrs. Laura Fermi, Chicago, Ill.

E. H. Foley, Corcoran, Foley, Youngman &
Rowe, Washington, D.C.

Frank M. Folsom, chairman of the execu-
tive committee, Radlo Corp. of America, New
York, N.Y.

Marion B. Folsom, Eastman EKodak Co.,
Rochester, N.Y.

John B. Ford III, Detroit, Mich.

Berent Friele, New York, N.Y.

Jack Fruchtman, 114 West Lexington
SBtreet, Baltimore, Md.

Prof. John Kenneth Galbraith, Harvard
University, Cambridge, Mass.

Buell G, Gallagher, president, the City Uni-
versity of New York, New York, N.Y.

Sylvester J. Garamella, New York, N.Y.

Gen, James M. Gavin, chairman, Arthur D.
Little, Inc.,, Cambridge, Mass,

Bruce A. Gimbel, president, Glmbel Bros.,
Inc., New York, N.Y.

Wash-
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Harry Golden, the Carolina Israelite, Char-
lotte, N.C.

Eric F. Goldman, special consultant to the
President, the White House, Washington,
D.C.

Samuel Goldwyn, Los Angeles, Calif,

William P. Gray, Gray, Plaelzer & Robert-
son, Los Angeles, Calif.

Arnold S. Gregory, Danville, Ky.

John J. Grogan, president, Industrial
Union of Marine Workers, Camden, N.J.

Harry E. Gould, New York, N.Y.

Mason W. Gross, president, Rutgers Uni-
versity, New Brunswick, N.J.

Gen. Alfred Gruenther, Washington, D.C.

Paul Hall, president, the Seafarers Inter-
national Union, Brooklyn, N.¥.

James Hamilton, National
Churches, Washington, D.C.

Oscar Handlin, Harvard Unlversity, Cam-
bridge, Mass,

John W. Hanes, Jr., New York, N.Y.

John A. Hannah, president, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, Mich.

Marion Harper, Jr.,, New York, N.Y.

George M. Harrison, chief executive officer,
Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks,
Cincinnati, Ohlo.

Thomas B. Harvey, Philadelphia, Pa.

John C. Hazen, vice president, National Re-
tail Merchants Association, Washington, D.C.

August Heckscher, New York, N.¥.

Ben W. Heineman, chalrman, Chlecago &
North Western Railway Co., Chicago, Il1.

Ernest Henderson, chairman, Sheraton
Corp. of America, Boston, Mass.

Rev. Theodore M. Hesburgh, CSC presi-
dent, University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame,
Ind.

Miss Jane M. Hoey, New York, N.Y.

Mrs. Anna Rosenberg Hoffman, New York,
N.X.

Sidney Hollander, Baltimore, Md.

Mrs. Hiram Cole Houghton, Iowa City,
Iowa.

Palmer Hoyt, editor and publisher, the
Denver Post, Denver, Colo.

Archbishop Iakovas, New York, N.Y.

Paul Jennings, president, Union of Electri-
cal, Radio & Machine Workers, Washington,
D.C.

Devereux C. Josephs, New York, N.Y.

J. M. Eaplan, New York, N.Y.

Jerome J. Keating, president, National As-
sociation of Letter Carriers, Washington, D.C.

Joseph D. Keenan, international secretary,
International Brotherhood of Electrical
‘Workers, Washington, D.C.

Herman EKenin, president, American Fed-
eration of Musicians, New York, N.Y.

Dr. Clark Eerr, president, University of
California, Berkeley, Calif,

Mrs. Marcus Kilch, president, National
Council of Catholic Women, Washington,
D.C.

Robert C. Kirkwood, chalrman, F. W.
Woolworth Co., New York, N.Y.

Robert Huntington EKnight, Sherman &
Sterling, New York, N.Y.

Alfred A. Enopf, Purchase, N.¥.

David Lloyd Kreeger, president, Govern-
ment Employees Insurance Co., Washington,
DcC.

Arthur B. Erim, president, United Artists
Corp., New York, N.¥.

Most Reverend John Krol, archbishop of
Philadelphia.

C. B. Larsen, chalrman, executive commit-
tee, Cunningham Drug Stores, Inc., Detroit,
Mich.

Sidney Lawrence, director, Community Re-
lations Bureau, Kansas Clt.y Mo.

Ralph Lazarus, president, Federated De-
partment Stores, Cincinnati, Ohio.

K. G. Lee, the Chinese Journal. New York,

Council of

N.Y.

NRObeJ.‘t- Lehman, Lehman Bros., New York,
T A%
Samuel D. Leldesdorf, New York, N.Y.
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Bid B. Levine, Beverly Hills, Calif.

D. M. Lllly, Toro Manufacturing Corp.,
Minneapolis, Minn

Sol M, I..inawltz chalrman, Xerox Corp.,
Rochester, N.Y.

Mrs, Clalr Booth Luce, Phoenix, Ariz.

Henry R. Luce, Phoenix, Arizs.

L. C. Lustenberger, president, W. T. Grant
Co., New York, N.Y¥.

Florence Mahoney, Washington, D.C.

Julius Manger, Jr., , Manger Ho-
tels Cos., New York, N.Y.

Stanley Marcus, Nelman-Marcus, Dallas,
Tex

Judge Juvenal Marchisio, New York, N.Y.
George M. Mardikian, San Franclsco, Calif.
Luis Mufioz Marin, San Juan, P.R.

Rev. Dr. Julius Mark, Congregation
Emanu-El, New York, N.Y.

Woodrow D. Marriott, Marriott-Hot Shop-
pes, Inc., Washington, D.C.

Joseph Martin, Jr., San Francisco, Calif.

John McCarthy, National Catholic Welfare
Conference, Washington, D.C.

Paul M. McCloskey, Jr., McCloskey, Wil-
son, Mosher & Martin, Palo Alto, Calif.

Ralph MeGill, publisher, Atlanta Con-
stitution, Atlanta, Ga.

J. Howard MeGrath, Washington, D.C.

John J. McGrath, Allied Stores Corp., New
York, N.Y.

Most Reverend Archbishop, McIntyre, Los
Angeles, Calif,

Samuel W. Meek, New York, N.¥Y.

Dr. William C. Menninger, The Menninger
Foundation, Topeka, Kans,

Yehudi Menuhin, London, England.

Mrs. Helen Kirkpatric Milbank, Marlboro,
N.H.

Howard Moore, Jr., Atlanta, Ga.

Arturo Morales-Carrion, Pan American
Union, Washington, D.C.

Edward P. Morgan, Washington, D.C.

Teodoro Moscoso, chairman, executive
committee, Banco De Fonce, Santurce, P.R.

Robert Moses, New York, N.Y.

Robert Murphy, chalrman, Corning Glass
International, New York, N.Y.

John Courtney Murray, S. J., Woodstock
College, Woodstock, Md.

Most Reverend Archbishop O'Boyle, Wash-
ington, D.C.

James E. O'Brien, Pillsbury, Madison &
Butro, San Francisco, Calif.
Roderick L. O'Connor,
CIBA Corp., Fair Lawn, N.J.

Robert S. Oelman, chairman, the National
Cash Register Co., Dayton, Ohio.

Frederick O'Neal, president, Actors Equity
Association, New York, N.¥Y.

John Ottaviano, Jr., supreme venerable,
New Haven, Conn.

Dr. H. A. Overstreet, Falls CLurch, Va.

Mrs. H. A. Overstreet, Falls Church, Va.

William 8. Paley, chairman, Columbia
Broadcasting System, Inc., New York, N.¥.

James G. Patton, prealdent National Farm-
ers Unlon, Washington, D.C.

Mrs. Malcolm E. Peabody,
Mass,

Drew Pearson, Washington, D.C.

Roland Plerotti, executive vice president,
Bank of America, San Prancisco, Calif.

Rt. Rev. James A. Pike, San Francisco,
Calif.

Phillip W. Pillsbury, chairman of the board,
the Pillsbury Co., Minneapolis, Minn.

William Pollack, general president, Textile
Workers Union of America, New York, N.Y.

Fortune Pope, publisher, I1 Progresso, New
York, N.Y.

Jacob 8. Potofsky, general president, Amal-
gamated Clothing Workers of America, New
York, N.XY.

George D. Pratt, Jr., Bridgewater, Conn.

Maxwell M. Rabb, New York, N.¥Y.

Dr. I. 8. Ravdin, University Hospital,
Philadelphia, Pa.

vice president,

Cambridge,
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Dr. James M. Read, Wilmington College,
Wilmington, Ohio

‘Walter P. Reuther, president, United Auto
Workers International Union, Detroit, Mich.

Irving G. Rhodes, the Wisconsin Jewish
Chronicle, Milwaukee, Wis.

Emil Rieve, Hollywood, Fla.

David Rockefeller, New York, N.¥.

Mrs. Mary G. Roebling, chairman of the
board, Trenton Trust Co., Trenton, N.J.

Harry N. Rosenfield, attorney, Washington,
D.C.

Lessing J. Rosenwald, Jenkintown, Pa.

‘William Rosenwald, New York, N.¥Y.

Pierre Salinger, Beverly Hills, Calif.

Dr. Jonas Salk, San Diego, Calif.

Howard J. Samuels, president, EKordite
Corp., Macedon, N.Y.

Gen. David Sarnoff, chairman, Radio Corp.
of America, New York, N.Y.

Stuart T. Saunders, chairman of board, the
Pennsylvania Railroad, Philadelphia, Pa.

Dore Schary, New York, N.Y.

Harry Scherman, Book of the Month Club,
Inec., New York, N.Y.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Washington, D.C.

Charles H, Schneider, editor, Memphis
Press-Scimitar, Memphis, Tenn.

Jack Sheehan, United Steelworkers of
Amerieca, Washington, D.C.

Mrs. Harper Sibley, Rochester, N.Y,

Norton Simon, Fullerton, Calif,

Ross D, Siragusa, chairman of the board,
Admiral Corp., Chicago, Il1.

Willilam B. Spann, Jr., Auston Miller &
Galines, Atlanta, Ga.

Philip Sporn, chairman, American Electric
Power Co., Inc., New York, N.Y.

Gen. Carl A. Spaatz, USAF, retired, Chevy
Chase, Md.

Ceslovas Staniulis, president, American
Lithuanian Engineers Association, Inec., Dear-
born, Mich,

Philip M. Stern, Washington, D.C.

Mark C. Stevens, vice president, Detroit
Bank & Trust, Detroit, Mich.

Alan M. Stroock, New York, N.Y.

Walter S. Surrey, Washington, D.C.

Benjamin H. Swig, chairman, Fairmont
Hotel, San Francisco, Calif.

Charles P. Taft, Cincinnati, Ohlo.

Dr. Edward Teller, University of California,
Livermore, Calif.

Dr. Paul Tillich, Divinity School, University
of Chicago, Chicago, Ill.

Maynard J. Toll, O'Melveny & Meyers, Los
Angeles, Calif.

Ben Touster, New York, N.¥.

Hon. Harry S. Truman, Independence, Mo.

Maxwell M. Upson, New York, N.Y.
Dgﬂmxm J. vanden Heuvel, Washington,

Frank J. Vodrazka, president, Czechoslovak
Society of America, Cicero, I1l.

Thomas J. Watson, Jr,, chairman, IBM,
New York, N.¥.

Sidney J. Weinberg, Goldman, Sachs & Co.,
New York, N.Y.

Edwin L. Weisl, Sr., New York, N.Y.

Edwin J. Wesely, New York, N.Y.

Dr. Gilbert F. White, University of Chicago,
Chiecago, Il1.

Dr. Paul Dudley White, Boston, Mass.

Edward S. Wikera, M.D., Dearborn, Mich,

Harvey Williams, president, the Company
for Investing Abroad, Philadelphia, Pa.

Stanley Woodward, Washington, D.C.

Jerry Wurf, international president, Amer-
fcan Fedaration of State, County & Municipal
Employees, Washington, D.C.

James K. Zotolas, New York, N.Y.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-
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ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED

Mr. MORSE, by unanimous consent,
introduced a bill (S. 2160) to amend
section 305 of the National Aeronautics
and Space Act of 1958 with respect to the
disposition of proprietary rights in in-
ventions made thereunder, and for other

purposes, which was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences.

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when
he introduced the above bill, which ap-
pear under a separate heading.)

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lone of Louisiana in the chair). If
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, under the previous
order, the Senate will now stand ad-
journed until Monday, at 12 o’clock
noon.

Thereupon (at 8 o’clock and 53 min-
utes p.m.), the Senate adjourned, under
the previous order, until Monday, June
21, 1965, at 12 o’clock meridian.

14093

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate June 17, 1965:
IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade Indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3962:

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Frederick Joseph Brown, 016761,
Army of the United States (major general,
U.S. Army).

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

It Couldn’t Be Done
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT L. LEGGETT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 17, 1965
Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker:
Somebody sald that It couldn’t be done,
But he with a chuckle replied
That “maybe it couldn't,” but he would

be one
Who wouldn't say so till he'd tried.

Edgar Guest could well have had David
Bell in mind when he penned those lines.

Because, that is what they were saying
about the foreign aid program when
David Bell took it over on December 21,
1962. They were saying that foreign aid
could not continue to work, that it would
be a waste of taxpayers money, that al-
though it had succeeded as the Marshall
plan in Europe, it could not succeed in
the newly emerging and developing
countries of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America.

David Bell heard all these stories, but
he refused to believe that it would not
work before he tried.

Well, today, foreign aid is working—
all over the world:

In Taiwan, where our economic assist-
ance will come to an end this month be-
cause the Taiwanese are now able to go
it alone.

In India, where industrial production
has increased 110 percent since 1951.

In Chile, where aid-assisted savings
and loan associations with 84,000 mem-
bers and $48 million in savings, are pro-
viding the capital for a thriving housing
industry and opening the door to decent
housing for thousands of middle lower
income families.

In Thailand, where nearly one-fifth of
the entire budget has been earmarked for
education, and the literacy rate has been
raised to 70 percent.

In Jordan, where foreign exchange
earnings inereased from $8 million in
1959 to $22 million in 1964.

In Pakistan, where the gross national
product has risen about 5 percent a year
and the per capita increase has been over
2 percent a year since 1960.
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In Korea, where between 1958 and 1963,
power production increased 50 percent.

In Vietnam, where some 35,000 farm
families have benefited from a self-sup-
porting pig-raising problem which has
given villages a new source of cash in-
come.

In Upper Volta, where a U.S.-supported
measles campaign saved the lives of hun-
dreds of thousands of children in the
space of a few months.

In Nigeria, where AID-financed teams
from 11 American universities are work-
ing to reshape the entire educational
system.

And foreign aid is working in other
countries, too, because David Bell has in-
sisted on self-help and local participa-
tion as a requisite for our aid.

I would like to join with my colleagues
in saluting David Bell for his refusal to
say that “it couldn’t be done.”

We are all better off because he tried—
and is still trying.

Independence Day of Kuwait

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. ADAM C. POWELL

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 17, 1965

Mr. POWELL. Mr. Speaker, on the
northern shores of the Persian Gulf,
there lies a small and intensely interest-
ing state which this Saturday, June 19,
will celebrate the fourth anniversary of
its independence—EKuwait.

1 want to take this opportunity, there-
fore, to extend warm and personal felici-
tations to His Highness Abdulla al-Salim
al-Sabah, the ruler of Kuwait; and His
Excellency Talat al-Ghoussein, the Ku-
waiti Ambassador to the United States.

In the short space of time since the
end of World War II, Kuwait has grown
from a small British principality, de-
pendent upon pearl fishing, boatbuilding,
and entrepot trade, to an independent
state whose immense oil revenues and
progressive policies have given it a much
larger role in the economic affairs of the
Middle East than its modest geographi-
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cal dimensions and population might
indicate.

Despite the meager historical records
of the gulf, it has become increasingly
apparent in recent years that the region
is not without an impressive past. Ex-
cavations by Danish and other arche-
ologists have disclosed thaf the island
of Failaka, located in Kuwait Bay, con-~
tains two different settlements of con-
siderable interest. The first dates from
about the middle of the third millenium
B.C. and indicates that the island and
surrounding area was an important
trading center of the ancient world; the
second, dated about the second century
B.C., has brought Greek statuettes and
other remnants to light—including a
tablet addressed to the people of the is-
land by one of Alexander the Great's
generals—indicating a significant Greek
settlement.

Quite naturally, the advent of Islam
was the next most important event in
Kuwaiti history, and one of the most
important battles in early Muslim his-
tory was fought near the modern city
of Kuwait. Nevertheless, Kuwait's lack
of water meant that for centuries it
could only support a small population,
and it was little heard from.

The discovery of oil in 1934, however,
radically changed the economy as well as
the way of life of the people of Euwait.
As a result of World War II, this tre-
mendous natural resource was not ex-
ploited until the late 1940’s, but the
progress which this small nation has
made since that time by wise use of
the revenues obtained, on the other
hand, staggers the imagination.

The wealth obtained from oil has im-
mensely stimulated trade, led to the de-
velopment of an ineredible number of
new industries, as well as one of the
most comprehensive and extensive pro-
grams of economic and social develop-
ment ever undertaken by a single
country.

It is undoubtedly the latter of which
the Kuwaitis are most proud, and justi-
fiably so. Rather than squandering its
resources, the Government immediately
undertook to provide Kuwaitis with
many of the social services and modern
facilities which they had not been able
to afford earlier. Ii established some of
the most modern hospitals in the world,
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